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Foreword -

L

The W. E."Upjohn Instjtute is pleased to publish the latest
in a series of, evaluation studies’ on the programs funded
pnder the Comprehensive Employment~and Training Act

., (CETA). Thijs series, directed by William Mirengoff, began
in 1974 under the aegis of the National Academy of Sciences
- afid was funded by a grant from the U. S. Department of
Labor. This latest report was completed uglder the auspices
of the Bureau of Social Sciencé Research, Inc., with
co-authors Lester Rindler, Harry Greenspan and Charles
Harris. - Py N

/' u

» *  CETA: AccOmpIzshments, Problems and Solurzons con-
. cludes that the overriding objectives of CETA to serve more
fully‘those on the lower rung of the gconomic ladder and to
increase their Opportumtles in the labor market have }7&61

achieved through the 1978 reauthorization act. Despite thes
. achlevements however major policy questions persist and

. <0 are ‘addressed by the aut’hors . -

[

This report was based largely on mformatlon obtamed
from on-site examinations of CETA operations compjeted

by freld research associates at 28 sites. , . ‘

. ' Findings of the study bear directly on the employment and

training issues now being con51dered by the Administration:
and Céngress -
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. Preface
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»

This report, dealing with the implementation and impac‘t
of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
Amendments of 1978 (PL 95-524), is a followup of a study
conducted in 1979 under the auspices of the National (
Academy of Sci¢nces entitled The New CETA: Effect on ’
Public Service Er_nployment Programs. The present study
was funded by a grant from the Employment and Training
Administration, U.S. ’Department of Labor, and is part of
“the research program of the Bureau of Soc1al Science
Research e

The f1eld survey was conducted in October-November )
1980, at a time when the public service employment program-
was being cut back, but before steps were- taken to phase out ~~
the program by the erid of FY 1981. The report was written
when Congress wds considering the reauthorlzatlon of
CETA which expires in September 1982. Its findings are ex-
pected to contribute to the deliberations on the design of a
federally supported employment and training system. .

CETA was enacted in 1973 to reform the employmeént and
training system that had developed under tie Manpower
Development and Trammg Act of 1962 (MDTA), the
Economic Opportunity” Act of. 1964 (EOA), and the
* Emergency Employment Act of 1971 .(EEA). CETA con-
solidated the numerous categorical programs under.thése

N ix
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statutes angd transferred control Yo local and state govern-
ments—prlme sponsors—under general policy guidelines of
‘The federal governmerit. . 5

Since that time, CETA"has both expanded and tontracted
in size, new programs have been added and the original
hlock grant design®as been altered. Major-chariges included
the addition of a large-scale countercyclical PSE program in

N 1974, a major expansion of PSE and the addmon of new
youth projects in 1977, and in, 1978, thé establishmerit of a
“‘private sector énmitiative program These ¢ legislative
N changes were accompaniéd by substantial fluctuations in
' funding. Outlays increased about three-fold. from $3.2
billion in 1975 to a peak of $9.6 billion in 1978, thén declined

to about $7.6 billion in fiscal 1981."

The management of employment and trammg prf)grams

. became mcreasmgl)"complex as local and state’ prime spon-
sors struggled with ‘new programs, changes in pohmes and.

" shiftsin fundmg levels. As an.indication of the size and com-
plexnty of the task, the Department of Labor estirated that

- in 1980 there were more than 50,000 subcontractors pro-
" viding émployment, trainiig, of other services for some 3.5
million CETA clients under thé"supervision of ‘471 prime
sponsors. .. ) .

= The 1978 amendments, the latest in a.Series of* leglslat ve
changes, reauthorized CETA for four years ‘(through
September 1982), -and ‘made a .nufftber of far-reaching
changes intended to resolve problems that had plagued
CETA, parﬁcularly,lts pubhc service jobs program, singe its <
beginring. The amendments charged ellglblhty requlrements
to focus more sharply ‘on the dlsad‘Vantaged Iowered wages

Sy for public seryice jobs, requlred trammg for public sefv1ce
N employment enrollees and limited the length of time par-
. e

N -

. 1. The Reagan Admlmstrafmn bhdget pro;égts outfays for 1982, at S4.5' billion: -
- e . oiae T T
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trcxpants could remain in CETA Also, sygnrfrcant changes

were made to t-rghten administrative controls at the federal

and local level. \

. The present report .reviews developments im CETA two
. years after the reauthorization act. It is based largely on‘in-

. férmation obtained in-the October 1980 on-site examination L
of a sample of 2§ prime spomnsors drawn from a universe of
over 400, supplemented by national level data from the ,

- Department of Labor and other sources. This assessment is
focused particularly, though.not exclusrvely, on PSE pro-
grams and, as noted earher, was undertaken at a time when
some “retrenchment , was assumed .but before the rapid
phaseout of ‘PSE. The report expands the information in a
preliminary, report published in April 1981 and adds new.
topics. Major subjects include: the effect of the amendments
on local progtam management, the chatacteristics profrle of

" clients, wages paid for PSE jobs, the types of jobs and ser-
vices, pro»rded and the trarmng apd employability develop-
ment services proyvided to enrollees. The report also deals
with changes in the systems used to deliver services, the role )
of unions in CETA programs, and’the «experience of prime
SpOnsors in placing enrplIees in unsubsidized jObS

The report relies heavrly ‘on the findings and ’assess@lts
of resident field associates who used a common study outline
. as’ a basis for ‘examining and reporting ‘on CETA
"~ developments. Most of them have been following the CETA L e
‘programs in their areas for several years. We are grateful for v
- their valuable contribution. We also'wish to thank the CET

. - administrators and other local officials who patiently par-
~ ticipated.in lengthy%drscussrons and provrded statistical and o
program materials: Officials ©of the U.S.° Department of TS
.. Labor and of Westat Inc. wer€ partlcularly helpful in pro- .
L vi 1hg Tstatistical> data. We appreciate the assr.Stance ‘of o
Seymour Brandwein, director, Office of Progtam* Evalua- |
' ~3on, and his associates, John Elhott and Jaime G. Salgado,

| - I ‘_ PR Y . . o ot
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who contributed to the formulation of the study objectives,

provided technical advice, and arranged for @ning na-

tional statistical data. We are also indebted to Ruth P. Car-

roll for editorial review and to Helen Wynne who provided

the administrative support. Michael E. Yancey was responsi-
" ble for the graphic material. ¢

_
William Mirengoff
Project Director -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




: unresolved policy issues,
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~ Executive Summary
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#

Introductwn ' T .. ‘ . .

Thxs report’ deals with CETA developments subsequent to
the’passage of the reauthorization act amendments of 1978.
In addition to the changes in the public service employment
(PSE) programs, the report examines CETA’s management,
clientele, program mix and delivery systems.as well as the

- role of organized labor and the outcomes of the programs.

The final section of the report presents an agenda of

«

, Prmctphl Findings

_.Some of the chronic dlfflcultles that plagued’ the CETA
programs have been largely overcome by the amendments o
1978. Considerable progress was reportedgri redressmg the

~-problems of:-~ ' - -

] “Creammg,” selectmg persons most likely to succeed
rather than those most-in- need.

ewould b supparted- Mocal resources. -
icludmg th.e*ﬁfrollment of ineligible’ -

However, the cumulatlve effect of the amendments has
been to increase admlmstratlve burdens on a system already
heavily “encumbered and to/ quicken the dnft of CETA
towards recentrahzatron

4
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1. Managemegt\ The CETA changes after 1978 substan- l
tially achieved the Congressional objective of makmg pro-
gram managers more sensitive to the need to protect the in-
tegrity of CETA. Cémpliance procedures were tightened;
responsrbrlrty foi" misspent funds was clarified and the
Department of Labor was given new powers to- deal with -

., abuses. ' In addrtron, monitoring and auditing received
greater attention. The erratic approprratrons and allocation
cycles, however, kept CETA administrators on a roller-
coaster and frustrated their efforts to conduct an or;derly-
“Iprografm. ¥ -

2. Partrcrpants The reauthorization act of 1978 succeeded
in on¢-of its primary objectives—to orient the’program more
fu]ly to those who have the greatest’ difficulty in getting and
keeping .jobs. By 19803:low income persons were 92 percent
of new PSE enrollees. and 95 -percent of the participants in
training programs (17 4nd 22 pefcentage pomts, respectively,
above the- 1978 levels). In addition, larger proportions of
welfare recipients (31 pe{t@ent vs. 22 percent), members of

“minority groups (48 percent vs. 39 percent) and persons with
. less than a high school education (35 percent vs. 25 pércent)
had entered PSE programs. Youth were partrcularly promi-
nent. In 1980, they comprlsed 60 percent of all CETA

<. enrollees.

3. PSE Wages, J obs ‘and Services. The reduction in PSE
wage levels had the intended effect of discouraging more
qualified persons from ‘competing for PSE jobs™ and
discouraging local governments from .using CETA pat-
ticipants in place of "regular employees. However, the
lowered wageg rates also reduced the skill levels of- PSE jobs
and the usefulriess of the PSE services to the commumty

4. Organized Labor. Labor orgamzatlgns played a signifi-
cant role in local CETA programs in 20 percent of the areas
studied;.but involvement was very limited in a majority of

-
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the areas, either by their ©wn choice or because their position
in 'the community was weak. Labor participation generally
sought to protect employment ‘ standards of regular
 employees and to help improve the effectiveness of CETA
- _programs. o

. 5. Outcomes. CET,A reorgamzatlon prov1S1ons affected *

_job placements in two d1rect10ns Employability of par-
ticipants was enhanced by the mandate to add a trammg
compodiert to PSE jobs and by an improved enrollee assess-
ment process. However, the tighter eligibility requlrements
“and the lowered wage levels resulted in the enrolirfient of in-
.. dijviduals who were less competitive in the job market. Place-
ment rates declined between 1978 and 1980, but this was at-

“ers* tributed to softer labor markets and a- less marketable
cllentele . .
Study Des:gn Sl .

-

- The study is based largely on field reviews of a sample of
¢28 prime sponsors condugted in October-November 1980,
about 18 months after the CETA amendments became fully
effective. The reviews were conducted by local analysts,

mainly from academic or research organizations, who used #”,

common set of survey instrumefits fo examine and assess'the
CETA experlenCes in their areas. The study was diretted by
William Mirengoff under a grant from the Departmént of
Lal)or tc%e Bureau of Social Science Research Inc.

’
°
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1 Overview

[y

. The " Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
Amendments of 1978 reauthorized CETA for four years,
added new programs, and made sweeping changes in the
continuing ones. The revisions were directed -largely at
problems associated with the public service' employment

'(PSE) programs and, m the main, were successful in redress-
-ing them, but at a price.

Admlnlstratlve controls were tightened, larger proportlons
of disadvantaged persons were enrolled, the tenure of par-
ticipdnts was curtailed, supplementary training was provided
to PSE enrollees, and wage levels for PSE positions were

" lowered. However, under the new provisionsg CETA was

more difficult to administer and PSE activities were less
useful to communities and part1crpaﬁlts Moreover, the new
requirements quickened the drift-of CETA to a more cen-

~ tralized and categorrcal employment and tra1n1ng system.

This report descnbes the experiences?of the prime spon-
sors, through 1980, under the new programmatic and ad-

P . . . . e, .
. ministrative provisions of the reauthorization act, examin

the extent to which the obJectlves of the amendments have

_been realized, and assesses the consequences of pursulng,

these goals. " .

1 i o5, o -
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2 . Overview A . *

, , Background
""Congress enacted the Comprehensrve Employment and
Training Act in 1973 to reform the system of manpower pro-
grams that had evolved haphazardly since the early/érxtres
CETA shifted management responsibility from federal to
state and local offrcrals‘ and replaced' the numerous
categOrrcal programs with a block grant that Permitted local

.officials'to tailor employment and training programs to fit

the needs of the unemployed populatron, and the, labor - -

matket setting - of their areas. However, its central pur-

,pose—totrmpr‘ove ‘the employability of ‘persons hand1capp:=.3.

by skill deficiencies or labor market barriers—remainéd t

- same as.that of its predecessor programs

ST The 1978 Amend

CETA was barely launched when it was overtaken by the'
recession of 1974 and pressed into .service as a counter-

cyclical program. Congress passed and later expanded Title
VI, its imajor publie service emp’loyment' program. By 19'18
PSE, accounfing for 60 percent of all CEFA expendifures,
had elbowed aside the original Structurally oriented pro-

_ grams and, became the centetpiece of gETA, In the eyes of

many local offrcrals, PSE was the program. The
reasons for this perception were not “hard to discern. .In
March-1978, almost 5 percent of the’ 13 _million state’ and
local goveinment employees were PSE enrollees Further,

PSE provided visible -and ‘useful servicés fo mast -com:-

munities and fiscal relief* to sorhe hard ‘pressed Tocalities.

" However, the rapid €Xpansion of PSE c¢ieated a ‘number of _
. therny problems that surfaced durrng tne deliberations over

o _the feauthorrzatron of CETA . Il R '
ents

e

CETA came before Congress for reauthorrzatron in 1978

. _amid-a barrage ¢Fcriticism and cqutr\numg concerns:
: ‘ -

-
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Overview 3

~® “Creaming” - the selection of persons most likely to
<.z " succeéd rather than those most in need.
: e Substitution - the use of PSE funds for work that other-
~ 'y Wwise would be supported by local resources.
® Program abuse - in the hasty Pursuit of ambitious
enrollment goals, ‘ineligible persons were enrolled, andof
there were allegations that PSE programs were.-approv-
. edon the basrs of expediency rather than effectiveness.
* High wage rafes - in some cases; the attractiveness of
PSE wages induced participants to remain in their
federally subsidized jobs rather than to seek unsubsidiz-
ed employment.
¢ Unrestricted tenure - although PSE was desrgned as a
transitional program, many enrollees remained in the
- program for years.
e Lack of training - PSE employment often did not
prepare enrollees adequately for regular jobs.

Most of the objections were leveled at PSE and almost led
to its demise. It was rescued at the last moment only by the
- adoptidn of several far-reaching re,,forrhs (see Chart 1); The
persistence of some of the problems reflected the difficulty, .
inherent inga decentalized system, of achieving congruence
between national goals and the varied oblectrves of local of-
ficials who administer the programs. The problems had been
made more intractable by the weakness of the federal and
local mon1t6?rn/ systems, the failure of Congress to assign
eXpIICIt liability and clear sanctions for progrant abuses, and
_the tendency of CongreSs to write amblguous andpverly am-
- bitious legislation. :

. +Fhe weaknesses of the PSE programs had been identified -

E: "in the Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act of 1976
. which attempted to constrain substrtutron and to sharpen the

'r focus on the disadvantaged by mandatlng-*fshort-duratron

PSE prOJects and limiting enrollment to the low-income,

long term unemployed But the remedres adopted under that *

& -
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Major Changes in the Comprehensnve Employment and Tratmng Act e
* . Resulting from the*1978 Amendménts K LA =
Comprehensive Employment and Training. Act ':, Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
: ¢ of 1973 (PL 93-203) - , T ~ kmendments of 1978 (PL 95524) "
Title 1 Training programs for the unemployed, undgr- Title llB/C Trammg programs for the economically disadvantaged
employed, and econemically disadvantaged. : ‘f=, unemployed and underemployed; upgrading and
et retraining. “Tenure in CETA programs (except PSE)
¢ . . . . hmxted 1030 months
: S B C .
Title 11 Publi¢ service jobs for the unemployed and . Title IID Public service jobs for the low-income, long. term
- ... underemployed in aroas of high unemployment. inemployed, and for welfare recipients. ‘A portion of
. T . . e alloiments reserved for tratmng Employat{mty develop-,
. . ) T o . + . ment plans requxred Tenure limited to' 18 mbnths
3 Wage&lowere¢ .
A 3 Lt v : N s ' .
Title 111 Natronal rograms for Indians, migragit farm workers, Title 111 Natiopal progrgms for lndtans, mxgranf’farmworkers,
youth and other special-groups. Research, eValuatxon, older workers,” and other special groups Research,
. and labor market information. ) * - « evaluation, and labor market mt‘ormatron
‘e . LN ~ “
- Title IV Job Cerps. -~ . ‘1 * st = Title IV Job Corps Summer youth programs. Other youth
¢ . - : . employment pro;ects .
\ _ ' L “
¢ . TitleV National Commission'for Mafipower 'Policy./ Title V National Commission for Employment and Traxmng
- S ’ Polic . Ca
= ‘m .t } , . %’7 , y ] ’1‘
- * . - . - t§ "’ v :
Title VI | Countercyclical public service jobs for the unemployeg Title Y1 Countercyclical public service JObS for the low-mcome,
o and ‘underemploygd. Part of funds reserved™for short ’ long term unemployed, and for welfare recipients. A
duration projects’ for the 'low-income,. long térm _“l portion of allotiients reserved for training and
A unemployed, and welfare recipients. * 8 employability counseling, Tenure l1m1ted to 18 months.
N ctae . Wages lowered' |
‘v . > . M e -
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6 Overview

“act were not equal to the task. The amendments of the 1978
reauthorlzatlon act, on the other hand, were cofmderably
more successful. The reauthqrization act reaffirmed the
basic commitment to ‘‘provide job training and employment
opportunities for economically disadyantaged unemployed
or underemployed persons.’’ However, it also respOnded to,
the adverse criticism by radical changes in several of the pro-
gram and administrative features of PSE. Programmatical-
ly, the amendments sought t6 restrict PSE to the low-
income, long term. unemployed and to restrict eligibility in
\‘I‘xtle IIB/C programs to the economically disadvaritaged. To
® accomphsh this, Congress relied on two basic strategies:
tighter eligibility criteria and 1bwer permissible wage levels
for PSE workers. The administrative nfeasures to protect the

integrity of the program called for the establishment of an °

Office of Management Assistance, independent monitoring
units (IMUs) at the local level, rigorous procedures for veri-
fying the eligibjlity of applicants, and prime sponser liability
for program abuses.

@ . e The Balance Sheet

Accompltshments | ) ; N,

“The survey findings indicate that, in large measure, the in-
tent of the reduthorization amendments was realized. In gar-
ticular, the program attacked the following difficulties which
the leglslatlon had identified:

¢ Targeting - the overriding objective of the CETA
amendments—to serve. more fully. those on the lower

rungs of the socmeconomlc ladder—was achieved. Be- .

tween 1978 and:1980, groups that typically €xperience
.y ‘high unemployment rates increased thelr share of CETA,
"7 Cslots. -

. ei(tent’tos which PSE replacéd. regular public sector

-

e Substitution - the survey did not attempt to measure the .

gy,

PR
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workers. However, with the shift- to less dualified
enrollees, with fewer opportunities to fill skilled posi-*
. tions, and with the limited tenure of PSE enrollees, the :
. temptation to substitute was lessened: —
e Program integrity - the vulnerability of the PSE pro-
_gram to abuses was reduced. By fixing the liability for: .
improper expenditures on the prime sponsor and by
prescribing strict monitoring and auditing procedures,
program managers have become much more sensitive to
the need to protect the mtegnty of CETA and have
taken preventive measures. .
* Participant employability - the two measures taken to
direct more attention to participant development—in-
dividual employability development plans (EDPs), and
the addition of a formal training component to PSE -
jobs—did help to improve the-employability of CETA _
participants.

Shortfalls ,
< Other goals, however, were not readily attained. .

¢ Planning and ‘administration - one of the continuing

.complaints—indeed a constant refram——of local’'spon-

sors has’ been the amount of red tape with which the

CETA planning and grant processes are wrapped. In an

. effort to simplify the procédures, the reauthorization

-act consolidated some of the planning documents. In

practice, however, planning was no easier than before.

,Moreover, the «;ﬁew—titleg complicated eligibility and

wage provisions, and stricter monitoring added new ad- -

..~ ministrative tasks to a system already stretched to 1ts

" linits. . . .

. ‘e Transition - despite the reauthonzatlon act’s greater’
o L emphasls on the transition of CETA participants into .

co unsub51dlzed employment, job entry rates declined be-

- tween 1978 and 1980.  The decline was attributed to the

< . - ~ * ..
. . s
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lower skill level ot” the new enrollees and the softening of
_the labor markets in which they sought employment.

Although the primary objectlves of the 1978 amendments
were, in large measure, attained, there were unanticipated
consequences that exacted a high price. "Indeed, some of the

. objectives were achieved at the expense of other explicit and

implicit goals. -

"1. The major tradeoff was targeting vs. community ser-
vices—limijting PSE enrollment to disadvantaged persons at
the cost of diminished usefulness of community services.

2. PSE jobs were al$o less useful to partlcxpants The wage
restrictions resulted in many positions with limited job con-
tent that did little to provide enrollees with the kind of job
experience that would improve their prospects of obtaining
unsubsidized employment. In effect, the eligibility and wage

- limits resulted in the creation of poor jobs for poor people.

3. Holding prime sponsors financially liable for expen-
ditures found to be improper Has made: them exifemely
cautious- in the operation of their programs and has
discouraged innovations. In some functions, particularly

eligibility determination, it has led to duplication of activities

-’and enrollmént delays as sponsors sought to make
" assurances doubly sure.

" 4.Ina broader context the reauthorization changes have

/;/

constrained Iocal sponsor flexibility. The new mandates have
taken CETA a considerable distance back to a centrahzed
program deS1gn

5, Some government agencies concluded that the wage and
eligibility restrictions created burdens that outweighed
benefits and withdrew from PSE programs.
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Summing Up .-

Managmg CETA Programs”

Since its inception, CETA has been buffeted by frequent
changes in program direction, uncertain resource -alloca-

reauthorizationact, in its effort to reform the CETA system,
has added significantly to these difficulties. However, as
sponsors adjusted to the mew prescriptions and proscrip-

_ tions, the turbulence experienced in the first transitional year
was sornewhat less evident in the secgnd .

direct effect on program management were those that focus-
* ed on compliance and tightened administrative controls.

Both the Department of Labor (DOL) and prime sponsors

were directed to strengthen their enforcement activities.

" The DOL was requrred to:

¢ Take more positive steps in defrnrng responsrblhty for
improper expenditures or for other program.abuses and
for obtaining repayment of misspent funds.

® Establish an Office of Inspector General.'

¢ Establish an Office of Management Assistance to-pro-
vide prime sponsors with technical assrstance
°Conduct timely audits. ’

Prime sponsors were drrected to:

o

ing the,.eligibility of participants. -
y - e Establish independent monitoring units (IMUs) to en-
S - sure local compliance and program effectiveness.

4
. . .

Eaa
1. Created under the Inspector Generals Act of 1978 as part of a government-wide .reform.

- TN 4 - .,

. tions, ‘and a host of administrative problems. The 1978 -

Compliance. The 1978 améndmefrts 'tha‘t'had the most ,

® Follow rrgorous procedures for determining aiﬁq& verify- -
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Although these measures were genérally successful in
achieving closer program compliance, there were some fail-
ings: . ‘

.

» The DOL did not meet its auditing goals desp'ite the ad-
dition of more auditors. Although-the quality of the
" department investigations 1mproved some audits were
below GAO standards.
- ® IMUs were established in all prime sporisor jurisdig-
tions, but there was duplication of monitoring, inade-
- ‘Z]uate follow through on recommendatlons, and confu-
sion as to staff responsibilities., Moreover, in some in-
stances, the independence of the IMU way questloned

Planning and staffzrgg Congress responded to the criticism
that planning and grant management documgnts were over-
drawn by S1mp11fy1ng ithe process. Sepdraté fi\l blown an-
...Jqual plans ‘for eacg CﬁTA title were replaced by -a one-time
master plan, suppfe’f”ﬁé’nted yedrly by annua] plan subparts
incorporated in a single document. Forty-three percent of
the CETA planners saw no significant change in the degree
of difficulfy in preparing the new plans; 32 pergent found
them less burdensome and 25 percent said they required .
more work.

By far, the most frustrating problems that sponsors faced

.

.

in trying to manage their-programs—were-the-uncertainties;

_ deldys; and -ghanges in funding-allocations. These constant

shifts disrupted planning and operations and made the
orderly management of PSE almost impossible. Other com-
mon complaints revdlved- around four problems: labor
market information was 1nadequate and unreliable; planning -
* for administrative costs was exceedingly comphcated con-
trary to expectations, the master plans did requrre revisions;
and repetltlon and. unnecessary deta11 in the planmng
documents perslsted

-
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that the plans. contnbuted to the‘de&g,rr}md ogera{mns of
programs, and regxonal offlces mehcated ﬁmt,they were» -
- useful in reviewing local program operaﬁon»s More thap a_
“  third, however, viewed. them as.a perfﬁnctory T
turn on the federal fundmg spxgot g

On the whole, there were few changes in the role of pIan- f;‘_i T F
nmg counc1ls attributable to_ the reauthonzatlon act.z 7 _
owever the’establishment of the pnvate mdustry conntfils o
.and the éontmuatﬁ’n ofayouth councrls.,tended to fragment
" the planmng Jprocess. - ST

-~ [ - -,_/_7,. .t_.

: With mcreased funding, more mtens1ve momto}mg, and
more record keeping requirements, the’ size of the prime
sponsors and ‘subcontractors’ administrative - staffs” was
estimated to have grown from 20,000 in 1976 to more,than
30,000 itt 1980. Despite'the stress and.strain,on CETA per-
sonnel, staff turnover was comparable to that in- like in-
dustries. However, substantial separations were expected in
the ‘wake of prfogram reductions in fiscal 1981 and 1982.

Decentralization. The development of the CETA program
since its enactment portrays a fleady drift away from one of
its* principal precepts—decentralization. The original design

. of a flexible, locally managed system was compromised, by

W and admmlstratxve actions that reintroduced

' ,c;ategoncal programs and increased the federal presence at
the expense of .local prime sponsor control.

Delivering Ser‘vices to Participants

) Wlth reductlons in PSE fundmg, even before its. phaseout
by the et of fiscal 1981 program emphasis began to shift to
" the training components, particularly classroom trammg

One of the aims of CETA was totbnng the many separate
activities of the cmployment and training programs together




12- '“G,verview S . N

thrdugh -an 1nteg1’ated delivery system «'The movement
towards such a comprehensive system for Title I programs
was discernible immediately after the enactment of CETA..2
Some of the reauthorrzatlon amendments speeded this trend.
For exampte some sponso:s concerned about theit liability
under the 1978 amendments, performed intake functions .
themselves to minimize the risk of enrolling ineligible par- °
ticipants. On the other hand, the establishment of a private
sector initiative program (Title VII), along with the youth

programs, has .tended to splinter the overall CETA dellvery ;.

system. K

The reauthorization act not only affécted the methods for-
delivering services but also the institutions used tQ provide
them. The post-reauthorization period saw a significant

,reduction in the employment service participation in CETA

due, in part, to the amendments and to reduced PSE fund-
ing. The new provisions removed the liability exemption that
sporgors had previously €njoyed if they used the employ-
ment service for applicant recruitment and screening. Withit
went the special incentive to make extensive use of the
employment serv1ce . .

‘Relationships between prime spansors and the employ-
ment service have, from the outset, béen very sensitive. In

this—survey, mosf -of the CETA administrators and the
employment service officials characterized théir relgtion-

&ShIDS as basically “good” or “‘fair,”’, reflecting ‘a gradual ac- .

commodation. . ' )

Reaching the Target Groups, .

The, reauthorlzatlon act succeeded in accomplishing the
overriding but elusive obJectlve of CETAZ-to serve only .
those who experience the greatest difficulties in getting nand

2. Title 1, comprehensive manpdwer programs, was redesignated Title 11B in 1978.
N -

#
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keeping jobs. By 1980, low-income persons were 92 pefcent
of new PSE enrollees (17 points above the 1978 level):%nd 9§
percent of those entering Title IIB training programs (22
points above the 1978 level). In addition, larger pr(&'bo tions
of welfare recipients, members of minority groups; and per-
sons with less than a high school education had entered
-~ . CETA programs. Youth*were particularly prominent in
CETA. In 1980, 60 percefit of all CETA enrollees were under
22 years of age and 40 percent of all CETA appropriations
were for youth programs. -

The reauthorization achieved its targeting objective by
direct and indirect means—directly, by using a finer eligibili-

. ty mesh to screen applicants. for the PSE program, and in-
directly, by lowering the level of PSE wages, thus discourag-
ing applications from those more able to “make it’’ in th€
job market. ‘ '

 ‘{‘~

T Nost CETA administrators considered the tightened
'eﬁgibility requirements the’most effective of the new provi-
sions in targeting the PSE program. To ensure-that only per-
sons meeting the new criteria are enrolled, a rigorous
eligibility determination and verification prdce_ss was :
prescribed, and prime sponsors were held financially liable

for ineligible enrollments. ’

¢«
The eligibility and wage requirements were not the only
factors that shaped the characteristics profile of PSE par-
ticipants. Perceptions of prime sponsors as to the purposes v
of PSE and their recruitment techniques also played some °
" rdle. Where the re¢ruitment sources were client oriented,
such as welfare -agencies and community based organiza-
tions, larger percentages of disadvantaged persons were
" enrolled. : t

- The framers of the reauthorization act envisioned a two- o
part PSE program: Title IID for the structura]ly unemployed \C
and Title VI for victims of cytlical unemployment. However,
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the differences in the eligibility criteria of the two titles were
minimal and tended to obscure rather than sharpen the dif-
ferences between the programs. In the post-reauthorization
period, the clientele in Title IID and VI were almost in-
dlstmgulshable The coalescing of participant characteristics
suggest that the two programs were serving essentially the

" same clientele and that the justification for separate pro-
grams was dublous : .

.0

Conducting Needs Assessment '
and Training

t

Congress recogm;ed that the effect of the tlghter ehglblhty
and wage provisions of the reauthorization act would be to
enroll persons with fewer labor market capabilities and
greater needs for employability development. To provide
this support, two new requirements were prescribed:

o Individual employability development plans (EDPs) to
assess the needs af enrollees, evaluate their labor market
prospects, and make appropriate referrals to services
and ﬁ%grams

+ ® A specific training component as a supplement to PSE
jobs.’ I

The study found thatsall prime sponsors were preparing
EDPs, not only for Title II enrollees as mandated but also
for most Title VI participants. However, the sponsors’
perceptions of the wility of the EDPs were mixed. Some
were complying pro forma but were ‘skeptical of the
usefulness of EDPs for all enrollees. On balance, however,
they felt that the require'ment served to emphasize the need
for better part1c1pant asSessment. :

s, Althowgh prime sponsors had always been free to use their
PSE funds for training or -other CETA act1V1ties, very few
had done so. Prior to the réauthorization, only 1' percent of
PSE .expenditures was used to train Title'II or VI enrollees.
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Following the 1978 amendments, all sponsors in the survey "
provided some form of PSE training. In 1980, more than 30
percent of PSE enrollees were receiving training in occupa-
tional skills, job search techniques, orientation to the labor
market, or other forms of preparation for employment.

In their haste to comply with the expenditure re-
quirements, many sponsors had not had time to dévelop and
test training arrangements. Moreover, the efforts to mesh
training with PSE jobs ran into resistadnce from part1c1pants
who resented the 1nterruptlon of their work and reduced .
earnings, from employing agéncies whose work schedules
were disrupted, and from training agenC1es who complained
about'lack of motivation and reluctance of PSE enrollees to
participate in training. To avoid these problems, some sporn-
sors chose the expedient of providing general work Orienta-
tion or job search courses at the begmnlng or end Of the .
employment period.

. A
¢ A

" Despite the operatlonal difficulties, the consensus of ‘the
CETA administrators was that the training .helped par-
. ticipants to obtain and retain regular jobs, benefited PSE’
employers by’improving job performance, and served the
community by upgrading the skills of the hard-core
ungmployed. The placement data suggest that sponsors who -
emphasize training have higher placement tates for their
. Title IID enrollees than th;e“w,ho do not

« 0t

Prowdmg Wages, Jobs, and Serwces . y

The wage provisions of the reauthorlzatlon act were aimegd
at two of the most'intractable problems of the PSE program:
the failure to enroll adequate proportions of persons who
were most in need, and the use of PSE to supplant rather
:than supplement»ex1stmg pOSlthIlS . :

Congress expected that the xestrlctlve wage provisions.,
~ would discourage the more qualified persons from com-

v
*©

i
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_peting for PSE jobs and that prime sponsors, faeed w]ith
lesser skilled enrollees, would not be as inclined to use them
in place of regula®workers. These expectations were, in large
part, realized.

The new provisions affected all aspects of PSE wage ar-
rangements

e The permissible national average wage level to be paid
from CETA funds was lowered from $7,800 to,$7,200
per year.

* The $10,000 maximum wage was retained except for
high wage areas where it could be as high as $12,000.

* The authority of prime sponsors to supplement PSE
wages “with local funds was prohlblted for Title IID par-

- t1c1pants and limited for Title VI enrollees.

em
Three strategies were used to-accommodate PSE positions |

to the new requirements: some high-wage Jobs“were discon-
\tmued some restruetu_red and in many instances, new low=
wage jobs were created. By October 1980, about 40 percent
of the sample areas indicated that more than half of their
PSE jobs were new or restructured. Restructuring frequently
was only cosmetic. Jobs were designated as trainees or a1des, -
and little changed but salary and title. e )

L
e

. The effect was to reduce the'proportlon 6f jobs requiring”

specialized skills jn favor of jobs with more limited re-

quirements. Professional, technical, and administrative jobs,

dropped from 20 percent of total PSE in 1978 to 14 percent

in the last half of fiscal 1979= Theshare for craft jobs also

declined. Offsetting increases occurred in_the shares®for
. clerical workers, laborers, and service workers.

Although the 1978 wage amendments succeeded in ac-
‘complishing their major objectives, they did exact a price. In |
half of the study areas, local officials said that the%kmds of
jobs created,to conform to lower PSE wage requlrements did

?
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not provide services as-useful to their communities as those.
. + previously supplied. Further, respondents in 39 .percent of
the areas reported‘that'the new low-wage jobs often did not -
. provrde the partlcrpants with the kinds of job exper1ence that ,
wouId improve’their employability. ‘ ’

The extent to which PSE services are continuéd after
federal funding is withdrawn provides some indicatjon of the _
usefiilness of PSE services to the community. In over half of
the areas where PSE enrollment had declined by more than
20 percent, some services were continued with local funding.
In those instances, most PSE workers were absorbed into the
regular workforce. . -

r"

The drssatrsfactlon of prime sponsors with the average

- wage govrsrons of the reauthorization act was reflected in a

number of legislative proposals. In the waning days of the

96th Congress, the base for the natronal average wage was .,

- raised to $8,000 .fromi"$7,200. Singe the new wage base was

%‘ tied to 1979 and stﬁ;}ﬁé‘é’tg_g; annual wage adjustments, the ef-
2 fective national average for 1981 was $9,190. -

. Assessing Organized Labor’s . »
Role in*CETA - : ' P

+

Orgamzed labor’s part1c1pat10n in CETA was mot1vated
by two considerations: prote%ng the employment standards
of union members and helping to improve the effectiveness.
of CETA’s employment and training programs:

Opportun1t1es for organized labor to influence CfiTA’“pro- r
) grams were available through membership on prlme sponsor |
a4 planning councils, formal review of the sponsors’ plans, and
' - informal access to CETA, administrators. Organized labor
was represented on all but ong of the planning councils in the
. sutvey and constrtuted op the average, 8 percent of coungil
membership. In 13 of the 28 survey areas, prime sponsors
recerved substantrve comments on their plans from labl\or

3 ¢ . . . J
“ ~ L . .o . . -
! 2o I L
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representatives. Unions expressed considerable d}SSatrsfacv
tion with their limited role in the early devélopment of prime
sponsors plans ang with'the lack of adequate time to review ”
the voluminous décuments. In some areas, they pressed for
1ncreased representation on the councils.

Umon representatrves sought to affect CETA acfivities by
“preventing some pracuces and encouraging others They ob-
jected to: R X ‘ ; SRR

; l ] Thepsubstrtutron of PSE partrcrpants for Jegular
> ---7 _ employees. 3¢ S o
, ¢ Training in occupatrons in whrch there were surplus
.. workers.. ~

< e-Establishing PSE posrtrons that pa1d less than, the
, . prevdiling rates. : \

; Unions expressed interest. in enhancrng trarmng.,and
: \ employment Jprograms in several ways They proposed that
‘ prime sponsors. i .

e

‘e Make grea r use-of other trarmng mstxtutrons - ,
* Give crvrl rv1ce preference to PSE employees in frllrng"
vacancres or. regular pubhc sector 30bs .

of their 18 months teriure in PSE. ,;_‘»

A Although orgamzed labor played a srgmfrcant role in some‘ '
_ instances, its.involvement was very limited in a maJorrty of.
"the areas—either by its own choice or because its 1nfluence in®
.the commumty was weak and its views drsregarded

. Following the passage of the 1978. reauthorrzatromact col- .
) lective bargaining agreements dealing with PSE 1ssues were
. .modified in one qudrter of the areas where cortracts were'in

effect Most of the odrficatrons Were ‘the- result of the act’s’
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Promoting Unsubsidized Employmen

The placement of participants in suitable unsubsidized
employment has long been a major goal of employment anﬁm
training programs. The objective was reaffirmed in th.
original CETA legislation which declared that the M
the programs was to assure ‘‘that trammg and.other-services.
lead to maximum employment opportunmes and enhance
self-sufficiency.”” The reauthorization act of 1978 enlarged
the objective to include ingreasing “‘earned mr;ome > Thus
the aim became not merely¥a ]ob but stable employment and

. increased compensation. 9 '

In-assessing the effects of the reauthorization act on job
placement, the.survey noted countervailing forces..Lhe new
PSE training provisions and the improved assessment pro-
cess were viewed as enhancing employability. On the other
hand, the stricter eligibility requirements and the lowered
wage levels have tended to enroll persons with fewer
qualifications with which to compete in'the job market. =

. National “office emphasis on placement was scarcely
greater than in the past. Indeed, DOL regulations appear to,
be weaker since they no longer requlre specific transmon
goals, and grant instructions dealmg with placements are on-
ly slightly more specific. The act requires the Secretary of
Labor for the first time to establish performance standards,
including placement goals. However, .these are in the
. development - stage and have been introduced only ex- .
.-perimentally. Locally;-there were few major changes'in-the
. organization or procedures for the transition of enrollees
" that dre directly attributable to the reauthorization act. « -

Despite the intent of the reauthorization act, job. entry
rates weré lower ‘in 1980 than 1978. Respondents attnbuted
the change to softer labor market conditions and. less:
marketable enrollees However, sponsors who adopted ag-

4 4

o e
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gressive management practices directed at improving transi-

. tion generally had higher job entry rates.?

Since ghe inception of CETA, more thar" one-third of the
enrollees who terminated were.reported by sponsors as e.nter-‘
ing employment immediately after leaving the program. Job
entry rates were higher for Title IIB/C .enrollees (Title I in
1973) than for those in the PSE programs (Titles IID and
VI). Longitudinal studies* found"improved labor market
status and higher earnings for PSE participants over subse-
quent months (spme of which would have occurred without
program participation). When efforfs to isolate program im-
. pact,were made, jt was found that earnings of enrollées were

" positively affected by their. CETA experience when’ com-

~ pared with earmngs -of a matched group of non-CETA in-
-dividuals. The greatest gains were nmade by those wuh poor
employment records and low earnings prior to entry. On the
average, persons who had- high earnings before entermg
CETA earned less after leavmg the programs.

A Policy Agenda
From the beginning, CETA has had to deal w1th a number
. of basic policy questions., Some have been addressed by the
* reauthorization amendments, and the elimination of PSE
has responded to other issues. But major knotty questions
remain. The nine issues listed below pose questions—not yet
. fully resolved by legislation or experience—about the fun-

-

dament[al purposes and practices of CETA. , -

”

0 y :
1
3. Itshould banoted that the BSSR survey was conducted.in late 1980, beforg the new Ad—
_ ministration had bcgun to phase out PSE and had launched a drive to p]ace laid off CETA

enrollees-in unsubsidized jobs, - s

. 4. Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Siryey (QLMS) administered by the Bureau of the
Census and Westat, Inc., supported by the Office of Program Evaluation, Employmcm
«and Training Admmlstratron, DOL. .,

,71.4.,4‘ .' o
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e What are the hmlts of CETA? CETA has been an
employment and..training workhorsg, driven in many
directions at once. It was expécted to: sérve the struc-
turally unemployed, create public sector jobs for the

" cyclically unemployed, provide essential community ser-

-

' .. vices, relieve the fiscal ptoblems of hard pressed

 localities, “and give special cons1deratlon to a host of
target groups. Ati issue is whether CETA can be used as
aprogram for all seasons. The phaseout of the PSE pro-
grams has, in part, reined in the reach of the system.

® Can the program continue to pursue. multi-'/“'
f «

ple--sometimes’ contradictory—goals? The proble
which direction to take is compoundecrl{byﬁ?A’ y
liberal ysprinkling of goals. Since some competitive

or ccy@s adictory, the pursuit of one mz y preclude the at- .
tainment of another. For-exam i€, CETA séts a ‘high
priority on placements but limits énrollment to persons
most difficult to place. CETA also expected PSE to pro-

vide essential community services, but prohibited” the
payment of wage Jevels necessary for the performance

of these tasks{kgz hort, CETA embraces a wide speg-

ab goals but has neither harmomzed nor

tible? One ‘of the underlying premises of the
decentralized block grant concept is that local program
practices are congruent with national policies. There are
in fact significant divergencies. CETA is a meld of local,
state, and federal asplratlons implemented by an army
of federal, state, and local institutions. Each partner'in
the triad is motivated by its own interests and attempts
to shape the program to those ends.. The recentralization
of CETA that began immediately after the implementa-
. tion of the legislation had its raots in the effort to make
local practices, particularly PSE practices, conform to
. federal objectives. Wlthout PSE, the divergence be-
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tween national and local interests may be mitigated.

Is CETA a social or an economic program? After seven
years there was still no, clear perception as tp whether
CETA was.to serve social or economic purposes, oOr

both. Asinheritor of the manpower programs of the six-
ties, CETA was concerned with the labor market prob-

lems of the disadvantaged and had a distinctly social
orientation. The addition of Title VI and its subsequent
expansion as a part of the 1977 economic’stimulus
package gave CETA a countercyclical cast. However,
even thdugh the job creation function of PSE remained
unchanged, the continuous amendments to tighten
eligibility underscored the perception of CETA as a

_social program Thu§, although born out of economic

concerns, PSE was reared as a social program. With the
elimination of PSE, the program composition of CETA
reverts to-its original configuration. « .

Can the countercyclical trigger be-made to work” The
effectiveness of PSE as a -countercyclical instrument
depended, in part, upon the extent to which it could be
w:e ‘tuned to expand and contract in tandem with

employment rates. The 1978 amendments authorized:

a ‘‘trigger’’ to accomphsh this conjunction, but i? was
not employed. Earlier studies indicate that although
rapid expansion was possrble it exacted a toll in pro-
gram abuses. In any event, the historical expetience of

PSE does not reveal that-PSE enrollment levels match .
cHanges in the unemployment rate. :
Whom should CETA programs serve? How fine should
, the screening.mesh be? With limited resources, should

all but the most seriously disadvantaged be sereened
out? Or should there be enough flexibility to permit
CETA to address the problems of the less disadvantaged
who face structural “difficulties such as job .ob-

solescence, plant closmgs and ?e need to relocate from.

chronically depressed areas?

£
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® Can CETA .be used more effectively for economic
development? Although no longer a national counter-
cyclical program, CETA has considerable potential as
an instrument to promote local economic development.
It could, by developing appropriate training programs,
alleviate skill shortages, develop pools of trained
workers that will attract industry, and help meet the
needs of a changing economy.
‘o What kind of block grants? Closely related to the issues -
discussed above is the question of whether it is more ef-
fective and efficient to deliver employment and ti'alnlng' .
programs through the present federal-loca1 block grant
system, or whether the state should be the primary reci-
v _pient’and administrator of block grants for CETA pro-
‘ grams and perhaps for the employment service and
: vocational education system’s as well. The issue’was ad-

« dressed in 1973 when the legislation was enacted. It has
resurfaced as part of the present Admmlstratlon s com-

€ mltm;;t/kz the strategy of staté block grants.
' e Is CETA the answer?. Finally, there remains the fun-

dameéntal questior’ of whether federal funds are best

.used to support ‘“‘repair shop’ programs such as

CETA—directed to those who have mot been served
adequately by ~the traditional institutions—or to
rehabilitate and reform the basic institutions that are
charged with development of human capital.” - . |

Y
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The Comprehensive Employme'nt and Training Act of

973 set out to improve the effectiveness of the employment

- and" training programs that had evolved over a 12-year
~penod)f CETA proposed: to accomphsh this by shifting
management responsibility, from, federal to. state ‘and local
officials and by replacing the numerous categorical pro-
grams with a block grant that would permit local officials to
select- the blend of - programs most suitable for~ the

Do oy o b P -

unemployed population and labor market setting of their

. areas. THis decentralized and decategorized design, it was ex-
-pected, would eliminate duplication, make the system more
respons1ve to local needs, provide for grass roots participa-
tron, and improve the admrmstrapon of the ptrograms.

The "CETA reform was directed more Yo improving the
Systems for dehvermg employment and trajning programs
for the unemployed;than to their substance‘ Prior to CETA,
manpower programs generally were administered by the
federal establishment dealing directly with. state and local

public and private organizations. Training programs were -.

admlmstered largely through state employment securlty and
vocatiohat education agenqres, while vgork ‘experience and
other special programs “were contracted dlrectly with local
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pubhc or private nonprofit agencles The r’ble of élected of-
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ficials was minimal except for summer youth programs. in

major cities:

. { .
The direct line from 18cal organizations to the federal
establishment was cut. State and local officials were
designated as ‘‘prime sponsors”’ and made responsible for,

. the planning, management and oversight of e mploymen¢f

_and training programs in their jurisdictions. They, in turn,

" were to contract w1th pubhc or pr1vate agencies for spec1f1c
.services. :

" The adm1n1stratlon of the employment and stralmng pro-
grams that was to be facilitated under CETA has become in-
creasingly complex. Program additions, modlflcatlons and
uncerta1nt1es have kept administration in a state of flux. No

. sooner had CETA been tnacted, than it became the vehicle

for new _categorical programs, such as the public service
employment (PSE) programs and a variety of youth pro-
grams. These additions and accompanying regulations have
tended to 11m1t local management flex1b111ty

Moreover, prime sponsors faced with the task of bulldmg
the 1nst1tutlonal framework to manage the employment and
training system were beset by a host of problems: constant .
" rfeed for staff training, control and coord1natlon of subcon-
tractors, balancmg of different local 1nterests, and frequent

°

N

revisions of procedures Overlaylng—lndeed overshadow- .

ing—these difficulties were problems stemming from federal
actions or inactions: fluctuation in funding levels, delays in
appropriations, changes in allocation of funds, and shifts in
policies and emphases Wthh “left prime sponsors w1thout a
clear sense of direction. The administration of CETA was,
also affected by other federal laws deali with such matters
as veterans’ preference, equal employment opportunity, and
federal aud1t1ng procedures

" The reauthorlzatlon act of 1978 was the most far-reachlng

~ effort to redesign the:CETA system.. Enacted to protect the

.
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mtegmy of CETA and to achieve greater conformity of local ¥
programs with national purposes, the 1978 amendments add-

ed considerably to the burdens of program managers already
sorely pressed. K

e

Th1s chépter reviews the experrences of prlme sponsors
during the 18 months after the implementation of the
reauthorization a , With partrcular reference to the effect of
the, amendment on plannrng, staffing, fnonrtorrng, and -
other administrative aspects. The chapter is also concerned
with the implications of the additional provisions for the
original decentralization thrust of CETA;’it examines the
degree to which local decision making is constrained by
detailed statutory grandates and departmental regulations.

]

- Effect,of Reauthorization Act °
. on 'Admi_nistrative Controls -

Measures to Improve Compllance .o

R

The CETA reauthorization act affected local admrmstra- N
tion of CETA in a number of ways. Provisions relating to

. . eligibility, wages, tenure of participants, private sector in~ _- }
itiatives, youth pro;ects, and other cpro,gravmmatrc.changes o .
affected overall management drrecﬂy Other changes &
related to plannrng, “ reporting, - admrnrstratlve . costs, - |
:monitoring, and fiability had & more; cgreet effect. This sec- oL
tiofrfocuses on efforts to prevent program abuses'by tougher . ¥
compliance measures and the bonsequenéesiof these efforfs.™ = | .
The basic finding’is that the strict momto’ﬂng and audrtmg - _', st
provisions of the act helped to proteet the integrity of the . ¢ -
program, but the costs, in terms of admrmstratwe burdens ' z _:
., . and frustratron of local officials, were considerable. = .~ .,

* .

.
r
a

The emphasrs on compliance activities evident throughout
the reauthorization act reflected a widespread feehng inCon- .-
gress and ih the Administration that CETA was not‘berng .

o
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managed stringently €nough. To deal with this, the Depart-
ment of Labor proposed changes that would permit the
Secretary of Labor to impose sanctions' on CETA suchn—
tractors as.well as on. SpONSOrs. ! - )

The House and Senate, howevef, went much further.
Aroused:by allegations_of improper expenditures,. use of
CETA enrollees to supplant rather than supplement regular

. public service workers, and other abuses, Congress

strengthened the compliance provisions of the act.? As final-
Iy enacted, the amendments defined more specifically the
kinds -of abuses that are prohibited, made explicit the en-
forcement authority of the DOE, added newdpowers fhat
reinforced the Department’s ability to control the system,
and defined hablhty more clearly than in the earlier legisla-
tion. !

A

The orlgmal leglslatlon prohibited discrimination, use of
CETA funds for political activities or for religibus facilities,
substitution of CRTA participants for regular employees,
and improper use of funds. The reauthorization act added
many more proscriptions—against nepotism, conflict of in-
terest, fees for placing CETA enrollees, kickbacks, in-
auditable recoyds, and use of CETA funds for unionization
or anti-unionization activities. Criminal provisions in the
0r1g1nal acét were extended to include obstruction of in-

_ vestigations and knowingly hiring an ineligible participant as

well as embez ement and improper | mducement (Chart 2).

The act armed the Department with more effective means
of preventing, the tisuse of funds or other irregularities and

responded more forcefully in ‘seel.(\i_gg/cbrrective action or .

1. See statement of Ernest G. Green, Assistant Secretary for Employment and Training,
U.S. Department of Labor. Hearings Before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, House of Representatives, August 17, 1978, p. 746.

2. U.S. Congress, House Committee on Education and Labor, Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Training Act Amendments of 1978, H.R. Rept. 95-1124, May 10, 1978, p. 13;
U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on Human Resources, Comprehensive Employment and

"~ Training ActAmqndmenls of-1978, S. Rept. 95-891, May 15, 1978, p. 42.
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repayment.* The original act called for internal ad-
mmrstratrve controls, audrtmg, and accounting procedures
and’ authorized the Secrétary of Labor to withhold funds
unless he could be assured that they would be used effective-_
ly. The 1978 amendments give the DOL new powers to sub-
poena records and witnesses for hearings and to recqver
funds directly from subcontractors as well as from prime
sponsors. One of the controversial features is authorization
to order repayment of misspent funds from sources other
than CETA. The DOL must conduct timely audits and
report to Congress annually on results. In addition to the in-
vesfigative provisions of CETA, the Inspector Generals Act
of 1978 required the establishment of an independent Office
of Inspector General to strengthen the Department’s com-
pliance authorrty

‘ L]

“Prime sponsors for their part, were requrred to establrsh
independent monitoring units (IMUs) to ensure compliance
with CETA. They were obliged also to have an acceptable
and proven method of determining and verifying the
eligibility of partrcrpants

Prime sponsors’as well as subcontractors are held respon-
sible for enrolling persons who were not eligi «J&e for CETA

“programs. Prior to the reauthorrzatron act, GETA was not

clear as to how liability was to be assigned. To facilitate the
rapid buildup of Title VI PSE enrollments in 1977 and 1978,
prime sponsors were urged to use the employment service to
récruit enrollees and determine their eligibility. Where such
arrangements were made, neither the Job Service nor the
prime sponsor was liable for costs resulting from ineligible

“enrollments. The reauthorization act closed this loophole..

.
. . *

. 3. Ilona Rashkow, ‘_‘Dearlmg(wnh Fraud and Abuse Under the Comprehensive Employ-

ment and Trammg Act,” Congressional Research Service, February 1981 (unpublished).
4. Prior to the establishment of the Office of Inspector General in October 1978, the Office
of Special Investigations was responsrble for the Department’s ‘auditing and investigative
programs. )

. :
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Provisions Relating to Administratlve Controls, Monitoring, and Liability for Noncompliance
,
Comprehensive: Employnient and Training Act of 1973 and Amendments of 1978 ° .
. - Reauthorization of CETA . Original CETA (1973 Act S s
(1978 Amendments) ' 3s amended through 1976) g
T ]
Récords, audits 1. The Secretary shall establish standards and procedures to 1. The pnme sponsor must maintain-records ang °¢3
. ! assure against program abuses (S_ec. 123(g)). Prime sponsor make them available for auditing (Sec. 713). The>" (5,
) plans must include specific management and accounting pro- Secretary shall not provide financial assistance =}
) cedures to assure adequate supervxsxop and monitoring (Sec. unless the program has adequate administrative, o »
104(c) (2) and Sec. 103(a) (4)). Prime sponsors must keep ap- " controls and accounting proeedures (Sec. 703(12) 8 f‘
. propriate records and make them ayailable for review by the and (14)). The Secretary shall’ prescribe regula- [es]
Department of Labor (Sec. 133(a)). The Secretary must make tions to assure adequate internal administrative ;
» * an annual report-to.Congress on theidelays in making audits .control;s and accounting procedures for public o
and personnel rquired o complete audits-in a timely fashion service employment programs (Sec. 208(d)). - 3,
. (Sec. 133(b)). b . ®
PR S . =
Monitoring 2. Prime sponsors and Subrecipients must establish independent ’ - g

monitoring units. The Secretary shall annually assess the effec- . - .
. tiveness of the units established (Sec. 121(q)).

1 Iy

Eligibility : 3. Prime sponsors must have a recognizable and proven method e
vetiﬁcation of venfylng eligibility of all participants (Sec 104(c) (3)) . -
. Office of 4. The Secretary shall establlsh an Office of Management
Management Assistance to provide help to prime sponsors who'request it or
Assistance who are identified, based on tomplaints or audits, as not being
in compliance with respect to some features of the Act (Sec.
. 135).
¢34 —
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»4‘ ! IS -
Definition =~ 5. Defines abuses as nepotxsm, conflict of mtemt chargmg fees 5. Defines abuses as dxscnmmatlon. use of -funds T
of abuses * o participants, excessive legal fees, improper comnunglmg of . for . political activities, religious <{acilities,

funds, failure to keep auditable, fecords, kickbacks, pqlmal‘ dlsplacement of employed workers (Sec. 703, .
patronage, wiolation of child labor laws, use of funds for 710, 712; 205, 208). Also embezzlement afld im-
religious, antxrehg:ous, unionization, anti-unionization, proper inh’uccm_ent (Sec. 71D). )

political activities, and lobbying (Sec. 123(g) and (), Sec. . ’ AN el
121(n), and Sec. 131); substitution of CETA' for regular LRy
governmentor private organization funds (Sec 121(¢) and (g), ‘ o

and 122(c) and (¢));.discrimination (Sec. 121(a), aid Sec. 132)5

’ \ C « _Embezzlement, improper mducement, knowingly hiring an in-

) ‘eligible person, or obstructmg an mvst:gatnon (Sec 3. * . ) -
Liability provisions 6. The Secretary shall have the authonty to revoke a prime spon- 6. The Secretary Shéll after hwnnss. SUSPCHd
and sanctions sor’s plan and terminate fi nanclal assxstancc, after a- hearmg. if « ., payments undera plan)or portions of a plan if he
- o ¢ the prime sponsor fails to carry out provisions of the Act (Sec. finds it is not in compliance with the Act (Sec. .
106(c)). He has authority to'require attendance of witnesses 108). Specifies criminal penalties for embezzle-
(Sec. 133(a) (3)). The Secretary may order repayment of miss- o ment and improper inducement (Sec T11)..

=
a
=
0
@
) pent funds and takeé action if necessary agalnst subcontractors . i %
E= ' ) (Sec. 106(d) (1) and Sec. 106(8)). He may require repayment of . . . H . =
ST . “misspent funds from sources other than CETA funds (Sec. - . ' . ) S .0
; . . 106(d).(2)). He may take appropnate action «in”tases ‘of v - ‘8
3 S discrimination (Sec. 106(f)). Crimifial penalties apply for theft, . . m
. embezzlcxmnt. impfopér inducement, for knowmgly hiring an R . RN ;
- ’ ineligible individual, or obstructmg am investigation (Scc 3. . . ) "
o =~ © ’ Prime sponsors are liable for the elxgxblhty of those emolled ? s i ]
they may delegate responsxbllxty for, determmmg cligibility ’ ’ E‘: .
under reasonable safeguards mcludmg provision for reim- Y . g -
- - bursement of costs incurred because of erroncous determirfa- : . @,
“ “tions made with insufficient care (Sec. 123(i)). - N °
S ‘ o '
.4
R . : . w
* » ‘ - ‘9 =2
. - \‘1 ( . - . - - 4‘ N . ; . ) - - R . a . .< .
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Prime sponsors are responsible. Moreover—and this may
. have a greater deterring effect—criminal penalties apply for
: persons who knowingly hire ineligible persons under the act.

Prime sponsors may delegate determination provided there .
-*are reasonable safeguards including provision for reimburse-
ment of costs incurred because of ‘‘erroneous determina-*
fions Tnade with insufficient care.” '
Department of Labor ge’s'ponses .
" The DOL developed several strategies to tighten its ad-
ministration of CETA. It strengthened monitoring re-
= qu1rements, prescribed a rigorous eligibility determination
e d verification procedure, and spelled out hablhty provi-
“sions. In addltlon to establishing the Office of Inspector
- , General to glve -more direction to the auditing and in-
- vestlgatlve actions, it-set up an Office of Management
Tt Assistance to help sponsors resolve management difficulties
' before they became comphance problems. ‘.

“indicatéd-that the DOL fell short of its goalof auditing,
blenmally*‘ all organizations receiving CETA funds. The
report alsa found that some audits that were performeéd did
not conform fo acceptable standards.’ The Department
responded byadding more auditors and improving the quali-
© 'ty of its investigations. In addition to DOL auditors, the Of-
» fice of Inspector General uses CPA firms and state and local
government audit agencies. Despite these efforts, the -

- SR A

A 5. General Accounting Office, More and Better Audits Needed of CETA Grant Recipients,
- b FGMSD-81-1 (Washington: General Accounting Office, November 6, 1980); U.S. Con-
- gress, House Committee an Government Operations, Department of Labor’s Administra-

. tion of the ComprehemlyeEmplo,yment and Training Att, 10th Report of the Committee
on Government Operations, 96th Congress, H.R. Rept. 96-657, November 20, 1979, and
. ’ H(gh-Level Emphasts on Accountability Needed in CETA, 24th Report by the Committee

mGovernmcnlOpcrauons 96th Congress, H.R. Rept. 96-1426, September 1980; and U.S.

Congress, House, CETA'’s Vulnerability to Fraud and Abuse, Hearings before a Subcom-,
" mittee of tHe Committee on Government Operations, 96th Congress, May-July 1980

)
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However, a.1980 report of the General Accountmg Offlce‘ \
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number of DOL audits lagged In the f1sca1 year ending

September 1980, 113 audit reports of state and locdl CETA 4" -

programs were conducted compared with 125 in fiscal year . 3

1979 and 179 in 1978. To carry out a complete 2-yéar

auditing cycle, the number of audits per year would havé to
T be doubled.* .

In the latest report period (October 1980-March 1981)
auditors took exception to $80 million of $2.8 billion in
grants audited. Exceptjons include costs which were ques-
"~ tioned because of insufficient documentation as well as costs
recommendedwfor disallowance. The Inspector General

found that the enrollment of ineligible participants was the

«  most prevalent problem | area followé’a*‘by poor financial
= management systems and inadequate momtormg of .
subgrantees.’ - "o

The emphasis on auditing and the manner 1n which audlts

. were conducted aroused strong reactions among prime spon-
sors and subgrantees.. Public interest groups representing
“sponsors point out that it is exceedingly d1ff1cult to comply

with the regulations that are constantly being revised, par- -

ticularly when theré" are differencés among Department
spokesmen in interpreting rules. Sponsors also complain that

the auditors are often mexpenenced and unfamiliar with thé
practlcal problems of documenting all transactions and with

the regulations that were in effect prior to the period in -

~——-~ which- the audits were made - . '

The audlt rules have been criticized for their rigidity and
 their failure to distifguish adequately between unintentional
a errors and dehberate fraudulent activities. Many Sponsors

ke I3
B ~

6. U.S. Dcpartment of Labor, Oft' ce of the Inspector Genera}, Semiannual Report of the
Inspector Qeneral October 1979 March 1980 and April 1980-September 1980; U.S. .o -
.\ Dcpartmemvof Labor and U.S. Department of Health and Human Resources, Employment o
. and Traiming Report of the Prestdenl 1980 (Washingtan: Government Printing Office,
i 771980, p. 201, . e - ,
L,‘ 7. Senmuannual Report of the Inspeclor General, Octobcr 198&March 198! pp 2-3.
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r

* also believe that the procedures for rcsolvmg audgt excep-
‘tions unfairly place the burden &f proof on the sponsor,
Finally, they point out that most social programs accept a
small error rate, while CETA, which relies heavily on small
community based organlzatlons and training ,institutions "
that have limited accounting and managerial resources, is ex-
pected to be vrrtually error free. Department of Labor grant
officers have some flex1b1hty in dealing with small disallow-
ed costs where good faith is demonstrated and a plan of ac-
tion is agreed on. Nevertheless, some CETA contractors and
PSE employers felt seriously threatened and declined to ac-
cept responsibility for the”CETA programs in fiscal 1981.*

" 34

For their part, federal officjals maintain that the steps in-
volved in the total 1nvest1gatlon and recovery process are too
time-consuming and cumbersome. Issuing a report,
negotlatlng questioned costs, conducting hearings, resolving
appeals, and obtaining repayment can take years.’

Independent Monitoring Units (IMUs).

" The reauthorization act strengthened—and 4o some extent -
structured—the prime sf:onsor monitoring function. Depart-
_mert regulations had always required perlodlc monltorlng of
program activities and management practices through on-
site visits and ekxamination of program data. But under the.
reauthorization act the regulations are much more prescrip-
tive and there is a much greater emphasis on monitoring. The

-

8. Karen R. Eastman, “[.ocal Liability and CETA, . . . Is the Price Tod High?”” County
Employment Reporter, December 1980, p. 3; U.S. Conference of Mayors, Office of Urban
- Employment and Educauog,ﬁ The CETA Audit Dilemma, November 1980. Thg four
jurisdictions which withdrew from PSE are: Kennebec County, Maine; Johnson/Leaven-
worth Consortium, Kansas; Berrien County,@drchrgan, and San Jose, California. Some
smaller junsdictions bave also withdrawn as% program agents o subcontractors For exam-
ple 19 counties in the North Carolina balance-of-state have declined to operate Title 11D
programs because of tighter cligibility, wage restrlctrons, and training requirements. -
9. See also Gcnerakafccountmg Office, More Effective ’Action is Needed on Auditors’
Findings—Millions Can be Collected or Saved, FGMSD-79-3, October 1978.

{

’

.

3




Management of CETA Programs .

. 5 |
clea jst express1on of ‘this is the mdependent momtormg _ l
unité (IMUs) mandated by the. feauthorization act to |
- monft'or management pract1ces and program activities of

prime sponsors and their subcontractors. :

By m1d-1980 all sponsors m the ‘study sample had_
es abllshed IMUs. Several accompllshed this by reassigning
existing personnel but most added new staff. Of 20 local.
areas for which comparable figures are avallable, 14 increas-
ed their monitoring and evaluation staff between 1978 and
1980, 4 reported no change, and 2 registered declines. In ad-
dition to prescribing IMUs at the prime sponsor level,
regulatlons require that subrecipients of CETA funds also
have appropriate monitoring arrangements. However, only 2
of the 28 sponsors insisted that thelr SUb]Ul‘lSdlCthIlS have
sucl; units, : :

Independence of IMUs. The independence of IMUs has
been questioned from .their inception. The degree of in-
dependence is influenced by several factors including its
organizational locus-and its access to a level of authority
hlgh enough to obtain necessary information and to ensure
followup actions. In 25 of 28-survey areas, IMUs reported
directly to the CETA director; in 2 of the remaining 3 argas, -
the IMU reported to an offu:lal in & higher admlmstratlve
level. . : . "

The degree of independence is often relgted to- manage-
ment style. Eighteen of the 28 areas reported “completely”
independent units, 8§, “part1ally” independent, while 2 in-* -
dicated little or no independence. However, field researchers -

_ found shades of differences in the degree of freedom in both

‘ the ¢ completely” and, ‘“‘partially”’ indépendent classes. - .-
- Those classified as “completely” indepenident were likely to ke
laave discretion’in selecting the areas of investigation, the
methods to be used, and in the preparation of reports. The .
administrators in such areas tended to reinforce the IMU’s -

R . , ;-. 4 "')
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independence and .use the units as an aid to. management.
There were, howgver, variations in the extént to which the
CETA administrators.used the IMU reports to identify and
address problem situations. Variations were found also
among IMUs classified as’ ‘“‘partially’’ independent. Some
were ffee to select areas to investigate; oOthers were restricted.
Differences were also reported in the amount of interference
‘m’th;*pr.eparatlon of reports and recomm¢ndat10ns

In one of the two units classified as having “‘little or ho-in-
dependence,” the sponsor complied with the formal re-
quirements by assigning a PSE enrolee to the monitoring
position. His role was undefined and most of the monitoring
was carried out routmely by the CETA admlmstrator s
_ regular staff. '

. These fmdmgs suggest that the formal classmcatlon of
IMUs may not fully characterlze théir status. While most
- were described as fully or partially independent, there were
in fact informal controls over the subjects selected for
review, -procedures for presenting.the results of investiga-
tiops, and follow-through on recommendations.

Scope of monitoring. 1t is clear that the effects of the
reauthorization act were to intensify program supervision,

extend the scope of monitoring, improve record keeping and

mggeneral engender a greater sense of responsibility.
Although nearly all of the sponsors in the sample reported
some monitoring in the pre-reauthorization penoE(, the ef-
fect of the amendments was to systematize and increase the
cope of monitoring of both- program performance and
adherence to legal requlrements ’

Momtormg is done various]y through on-site visits, inter-

views with participants, supervisors, and employers, as well
as through review of records and reports. At the timé of the
survey in Qctober 1980, the major activities of IMUS were
eligibility verification and monitoring contracts.

AR ~
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# -5, Eligibility is verified by a detailed theck of a sample of
%3?) enrollees to confirm the unemployment history and family
income information supplied at the time of application.
Where feasible, this verification is documented. Contract
monitoring is undertaken to ascertain whether contractual
obligations are being fulfilled. IMUs reviewed accounting
and reportixi\g; ystems of contractors, visited work sites of
summer youth programs, and checked on participant atten-
dance in jobs and training programs. .

In about one-half of the areas, IMUs were also responsible
for reviéwing the prime sponsors’ administrative procedures
including financial management, procurement, and manage-
ment information systems. In a few cases, they also examin-
ed program activities, such as intake and placement services.
Several were charged with administering equal employment

- opportunity, affirmative action; and complaint procedures.
Only two field research associates reported that IMUs at-
tempted to monitor maintenance-of-effort requirements,

- which prohibit the substitution of public $ervice employment
resources for local funding sources. Past studies have shown
that PSE substitution is-extremely-difficult to trace.!'®

IMUs differed widely in the areas on which they focused.

The Cleveland IMU, staffed with people who had law and
accounting backgrounds, directed its attention to evaluating
eligibility determination and verification, the management
information system, and accounting procedures. In Cook
County, lllinois and Middlesex County, New Jérsey, IMUs

. regularly reviewed the program performance as well as the

10. William Mirengoff and Lester Rindler, CETA: Manpower Programs Under Local Con-
trol (Washington: National Academy of Sciences, '1978), pp. 176-89. See also Richard P.
Nathan et al., Monitoring the Public Service Employment Program: The Second Round,
%mcial Report No. 32, prepared by the Brookings Institution for the National Commission
for Manpower Policy (Washington: National Commission for Manpower Policy, March
* £1979), pp. 3-19; Michael Borus and Daniel Hamermesh, “Study of the Net.Employment
Effects of Public Service Employment—Econometric Analyses,” Job Creation through
Public Service Employment, vol. 111, Commissioned Papers, Report no. 6 (Washington:
National Commission for Manpower Poljcy,, March 1978), pp. 89-150. .
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fiscal management system of each subrecipient. In Pasco
County, Florida, the IMU reviewed all activities of subreci-
pients against their contracts, conducted the quarterly review
of eligjbility, checked on participant attendance at jobs and
training, and investigated other concerns such as the use of
youth in hazardous activities.

The most significant increases in monitoring activity from
1978, to 1980 were in eligibility determination and verifica-
tion, PSE wage requirements, enrollee training, provision of '
services, and supervision of enrollees. In addition, records
and reports and fraudulent activities received greater em-
phasis. ’ S : C

7 3

Problems in IMUs. The survey donducted immediately

after the implementation of the reauthorization act (1979) .
identified several-problems in establishing and -providing
ground rules for IMUs: finding specialists to staff-the IMUs,
defining responsibilities, developing approaches to monitor-

ing maintenance-of-effort; and lack of guidance in

@ distinguishing between ‘‘fraudulent’ activity and non-
~ compliance due to unintentional errors or .misunderstand- _
ings. ’

‘ A,
N L]
;3

The major problem identified in the followup survey (Oc-
tober 1980) was confusion over the responsibilitjes of IMUs.
_@ther problems were: duplication of activities with regular
staff ard with DOL auditors, lack of guidance on corrective
actions, and lack of follow-through. About one-half of the
areas reported insufficient or inadequately trained staff. Ina
number of areas, the regular staff resented the IMU and fail-
" ed to support its activities. Similarly, there was tension be-
tween IMU staffs and subcontractors who viewed the IMUs
as a threat. '

Effect of IMUs. Observers:do not agree on the effect of
IMUs on program administration and operations. One field -
.* resear¢h agsociate concluded: -

- %
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. . , . -
IMU is basically a joke. They go through motions,
‘But findings are not taken seriously,enough to af-
fect program management or design of the delivery
system. No -corréctive action [is taken] by the
CETA adminjstrator’s staff to implement
changes. . . . IMU believes it is helping insure pro-
per regulation interpretations, but other CETA ad-
ministrator staff find they only muddy the waters.

" A Ssharply different view was expressed by another
observer who found that:

Setting up the IMU, gefting it operational and.iron-
ing out the bugs did cause administrative burdens
and created more problems than it solved. Now,
with a track record and an experienced serious IMU
staff, things have changed. Many serious cases of
. abuse, fraud, conflict of interest, etc. have surfa(ed
-#and Thave] substantially [been corrected]-that
ply would have gone undetected without the I U .
- effort . . . and, the IMU has the Director’s eary he
is anx1ous to head

up.

’

the field research associates felt that IMUs Were having the
intended. effect of strengthening program administra-

tion—eligibility determination and verification, supervision
of subcontractors, and record keeping and documentation.
Over one-third x;oted impro¥€ments in accounting and in

_allowance and wage payment" systems, However, more than

half found less effect on the substance of training and

employment programs. A few stated that there may be some '

indirect benefit from feedback to the CETA administrator
and from makmg contractors more aware of their respon-

'51b1hnes In one case, the IMU recommended .that some
training contracts be reduced or not renewed. In another,

v
»

changes were,made in youth work sntes based on IMU find-
ings.™ . N

“
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Among those'who felt that the effect of IMUs was negligi-
ble were several CETA admlmstrators who reported having
had satlsfactory monitoring systems before the reauthoriza-
tion. In their view, the IMU contributed little to quality con-
- trol. As one PSE administrator stated:

I am confused about their purpose. We do our own
monitoring. There is a lot of repetition with us, the
. IMU, and the reglonal office all hitting the service

. units. I question whether the IMU can do it better.

Several IMUs were authorized to report to elected officials
rather than to the CETA administrator if their findings war-
ranted it, but there is no’information that this has actually
occurred. H R

In sum, the effectiveness of the IMU depends on the status
of the IMU and willingness of the CETA officials to accept
its findings and follow through with corrective action. This,
in turn, depends in part on’the relationships with regular ad-
ministgative and operating units, and in part on the level of
detail with which the IMU is concerned. While there are
problems, the presence of IMUs tends to underscore the im-
portance of monitoring and evaluation and contributes to-
tighter administration. Sixteen of 28 field research associates
concluded that the independent monitoring units generated a
greater sense of responsibility on the part of sponsors and
subagents, 6 found that they had not improved accountablh-
ty, and the remalmng 6 did not express an opinion.

Momtormg by sponsors and audltmg by the DOL or other
-agencies .are only part of the administrative control
‘mechanism. A comprehensive compliance system includes
other control procedures. At the local level, sponsors super-
vise the progress of contractors through reports, financial
management systems, and on-site visits. At the federal level,

- jntervention is possible before, during, or after the annual-
cycle of activity. The system has a built-in structure of plan

A
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H N
r?views quarterly progress reports, visits by regiohal office
representatives, and performance assessments by federal of-
ficials. ..

~

The problem is not a lack of control instruments but
rather a lack of trained staff to apply the instruments.
Moreover, the limited available staff resources often have

-~ not been focused on the most serious situations. Tt is also
& necessary to tackle a fundamental problem that underlies

many of the compliance difficulties—the unending stream of
cpmplex and changing rules and tﬁegulationsw

" The emphasis on auditing and compljance activities, which .

. Congress deemed necessary--to assure the integrity of the

- CETA programs, added burdens at all levels of administra-
“# tion and may have stifled initiative. The intensive
surveillance has strengthened- federal oversight and made
sponsors more cautious. As one field research associate

notes: ‘‘Obviously, the tendency is to retrench to more of the

old-line institutions rather than to dct as a free wheeling,

‘creative agency addressing local needs.” In other instances, -

the timeand attention directed to efforts to keep CETA pro-
grams in compliance with the provisions of the leglslatlon
*detracted from substantive program activities. ThlS, plus the
added administrative burden, 'represents the costs of protect-
fmmg the integrity of CETA"‘

‘Effect of Reéuthorizatibh Act
on the Planning System .

Ina decentrahzed systemv Qlanmng assumes major impor-
tance? Congress focused on this aspect of CETA and sought
to change the planmng system from the maze of documents

by

it had become to ‘a functioning mandgement tool.

|
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.

Federal Intent and Actions ;Mk‘ ¢

Congress was sensitive to the criticism that the planning
"and grant management processes Wwere excessively com-
plicated and set out to streamline them. The reauthorization
act replaced separate plans and grant applications for each

CETA title with a single one-time master plan supplemented

by an annual plan covering all titles. However, the relief ob-
tained by the consolidation of plans was negated, in part, by
the requirement for greater detall in the neéw planning
documents.

Specifications for the 1981 plans were changed in a
number of ways. The detailed occupational summary, a
listing of PSE positions to be filled, was replaced by a nar-
.rative st&tement. In addition, the separate estimates of the
eligible population for each CETA title were consolidated in-
to one table. The workload savings "from these changes,
however, were offset by the effort required to prepare more
refined cost estimates. A number of narrative items, both in
the master and annual plans, that were revised to make them
more useful for review- purposes may also have increased
workload. And there is still excessive and repetitious detail in
tfle plans and stibplans.

The evidence suggests that, on the whole, the consolida-
tion of plans under the reauthorization has had little effect
on the burden of preparing plans for Titles 1IB, IID and VT.
Many sponsors find plans useful for some purposes, but it is
not clear that they are now more relevant as a gulde for pro-
gram operatlons than formerly. The major planmng difficul-
ty continues to be the.uncertainty of funding levels and tim-
ing along with national policy shifts.

Prime Sponsors’ Experienc'es

The early rdactions of CETA planners to the new design
was mixed. During the 1979 survey, more than half of the

w
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( planners thought that the new plans were more d1ff1culﬁteof

- prepare and more t1me-consummg than the -
reauthorization plans. The remammg planners reported little
effect or noted that, with the accumulation of data, the job
would become easier. In the followup survey, conducted in
October 1980, only one-fourth of the planners thought that
the plans were more éxacting. Most found the preparation of
plans about as difficult or less difficult than before the
reauthorization. *

e A
4 .
auth

- Percent of Reporting Areas
___» Preparafion of Plans 1979 Survey 1980 Survey

More difficult than - © ' ‘o
. before reauthorization ....... 57 25
“%  About thesame....... e e 29 43
Lessdlfﬁcult ...... T 14 32
100 _ 100

There were four major complaints: (1) current
demographic and labor market data are not available in the
detail necessary to prepare the required plans; (2) preparing

. aconsolidafed administrative cost schedule covering all titles
is, especially complex, particularly since revisions in pro-
jected expenditures for any one title requires changes in the
combined schedule; (3) the master plans, which were ex-
pected to be non-recurring, do have to be revised; (4) the re-

« Qquired plans and subplans call for unnecessary and reduns

¢ dant detail.

_There were' scattered reports of -difficulties in preparing
the youth sections of plans, the average wage information, |
‘ and the listing of service-deliverers before program funding
' " levels were firm and contracts negotiated. A number of plan-
ners reported that the budget information summaries were
particularly time-consuming and difficult because of the
multiplicity of programs. The requirement for detailed pro- -

%,
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Jecttons of expendttures for each separate program was con-

_sidered unrealistic in view of the funding uncertainties and of

the contractual arrangements that are made months ahead of
the planmng year.!! . -

While the yolume of planning documents may be cut, new
paperwork requirements for other purposes have multiplied:
documentation of financial transactions for audit ‘purposes,
maintaining files for eligibility. verification, record keepmg,
and tracking the length of stay of participants. Reporting re-
"quirements have also increased. The change from quarterly
to monthly and, more recently, semimonthly reporting of
PSE enrollments was seen.as particularly burdensome in
areas with many jurisdictions. -

-

Useﬁllness of Rlans

Planning document¢ are one element in the CETA plan-
ning process, which begins with an estimate of expected
funds and their use under various titles of the act and in-

" cludes consultations with service deliverets, chents'- and -

~adv1sory groups. The extent to which plans are usedns’ con-
tlngent in part, on local political situations and the ianage-

.ment style of the prime sponsor. Dependmg upon such’

considerations, the plans may ‘be merely a formality to
qualify for a.grant, a reflection of decisions already made on
some, other basts, or, more constructively, a guide for opera-
tiong %ased upon an “analysis of the community’s employ- °
ment and training needs and the use of CETA resources to
meet those needs.

« e

Many prime sponsors found the plan’s useful in providing
a systematlc overvrew of . the various CETA programs.

11. Further rgvisions in instructions for planning documents have been made for the 1982
planning cycle. The principal changes deleted the annual plans for Title IID and for Title VI
which were not to be funded in fiscal 1982 and limited plans for Youth Employment and
Trainipg Programs (YETP) and Youth Community Conservation and Imgrovement Pro-

- jects (YCCIP) under Title IV to phase out projects. See Field Memorandum 171-81, May

11, 1981, :and Field Memorandum 174-81, May 15, 1981, N

{ ! . 1)
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About 60 percent of the CETA administrators in the sample
said that the plans helped them with overall planning and
more immediate operating decisions. They were used to
orient the staff, gauge the size and timing of, opérations,
identify target groups, nand provide general program
guidance. The plans have an added usefulness for consortia
and balance of states where the process of compiling and in-
tegrating the individual plans of their component areas per-
mit SpoONSsors to review the.operatlons of the subjurisdictions.

Generally, the planning system was judged gore relevant,for
the comprehensive training and other serV1c$Uﬁdef.Title IIB
thart for the PSE programs, but sponsors were able to use the
mdnthrly*?SE planning schedule in controlling PSE outlays.

On the other hand, the remaining 40 percent of the CETA
administrators did not use'the plans for operating decisions.
According to these officials, plans tend to reflect decisions

" made independently of the’ planning process and to follow,

rather than guide, operations They regard plans as a ritual
necessary to comply with federal funding requirements.
Some sponsors found it impossible to plan realistically in the
face of changes during the course of a year in funding levels,
enrollment goals, and guidelines as well as shifts m labor
“market conditions.

While the usefulness of the planning documents,is_limited,‘
nearly all agreed that the other element in the planning pro-
cess—consultation with service deliverers.in-thé preparation
of plans, ‘both at the prime sponsor and subjurisdictional
levels—is essential. Feedback from operators is useful for
fine-tuning employment and training programs. In one case,
" for example, welfare 3 agencies were consulted in planmng for

the enrollment, of public assistance clients, educational agen-
cies in developing training programs, and public housing
agencies on training possibilities in weatherization projects.

Regional offices use planmng documents as;a framework
for assessing systems and program, operatlons They were in-

“at
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terested, for exam h the systemssused for eligibility

determination, managEment information, tr&king the
length of stay of enrollees, participant selection, as well as

' for program outcomes.

Development of-performance benchmarlgs introduced in-
formally for the 1982 planning'cycle, may add a new dimen-
sion to the planning system. The performance standards at-
tempt to quantify the expected placements and unit costs for
each prime sponsor, based on past performance, the mix-of
programs, the clientele, and the local economy as compared
with national norms. Whether these additional analytical re-

quirements will simplify the planning system, aid or hinder*
. local goal settlng, or tie plans more closely to operatlons re-

mains to be determined.'? , .

v
Ll

Role of Planmng Councils
The reauthonzatlon act ;nade a number of changes wh1ch

affect the role of lecal advisory councils. However, a review

of developments since 1978 indicates that local conditions
had more effect-on the influence of councils than the act’s
provxslons . . . .

L Y

.One of the goals of the original CETA was to provide for
grass roots participation in planning and decision making.
Prime sponsors were to establish advisory counc1ls to par-
t1c1pate in determ1n1ng the needs for employment and train-
ing in their local communities, in monitoring and évaluating
existing programs, and in making recommendations regard-

ing program plans. The growing complexity of the act and

regulatlons and turnover of council members Thade it more
and more difficult for council members to participate active-
ly'in the CETA decision making process.

P . ¢+ - ‘

.
*
Y

12. Field Memorandum 175 81 CE TA Grant Review Guldelmes for Fiscal Year 1982, May

15, 1981,

- .
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K
- The reauthorrzatro;r act attempted to make planning coun-
vcrls more effective 1 sevéral ways: (1) Membershlp was
broadened to include more client groups and agencres wrth
" close ties with CETA. Under the original act, members were
drawn from “the client commumty, community - .based
organizations, the employment service, educational agen-
cies, business, labor, and .agriculture. On the average about
‘one-fourth of council members were service deliverers. The

1978 amendments expanded membership to include’

“‘unorganized labor,’” agricultural workers, veterans, and
the handicapped. Representatidn of public welfare and.voca-
tional education agencies was also mandated. (2) The coun-
cil chairman must be chosen from among the public
‘members of the council. Previously the chairman was often
" an elected or administrative official. (3) The language of the
act makes it clear that the sponsor must give consideration to
recommendations of the council. It is more explicit in spell-
ing out procedures for rev1%w of plans, and requires written
' Justrﬁcatron by the CETA administrator if councrl recom-
. mendations are not accepted. .

Other provisions of the reauthorization act have a bearing
on the council’s role. The most important is the-establish-
ment, under a new Title VII, of a separately chartered

baia
private industry council (PIC) censisting of representatives
of busmess, labor, community based organizations, and
educational institutions. The. regular planning council must
take into accoun comments and recommendations of the
PIC in reviewing plaps. Similarly, a youth employment
council, established under Title IV of the act, i§ also respgh-

sible for making recommendations. The effect of these pro- |

vrsrons is to fragment the planning process among several
groups with overlappmg memberships.'*

13. Youth councils were originally established under the Youth Employment and
Demonstration Projects Act of 1977. That act was consolidated, wnh CETA by the 1978
amengments. .

70
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Inﬂuence of planning councils, Whether councils have'

_become more influential or‘more active as a result of the
reauthorization changes is dubious. Of 28 study areas, only 3
reported greater influence or agtivity of local advisory coun-
cils attributable to changes in the act. One of these is New
York where the act’s clearer requirement for consultation
has brought the planning counc11 and CETA administration
~ intoa closer relationship. In Cook County, Illinois, the ap-
pointment of a public member as chairman has given the
local council more voice in decision making. On the other
hand, the CETA administrator in the Capital consortium
(Texas) relies less than formerly on the planning council for
" advice in selection of=sérvice deliverers because of the prime

Sponsor habrhty provisions of the act. R

Elséwhere, -changes have been taking place that are not

~~ necessdrily related to any of the act’s provisions. In
Cleveland, for example, the planning councﬂ was reactivated-

by an incoming mayor, while in Philadelphia a change in ad-

| ministration resulted in the council being temporarily
suspended.~The advisory council in the San Joaquin consor-

tium has become more forceful due to a decision to exclude
members of the consortium board; consequently, other
council, members feel less constra1ned in expressing their
views. In other cases, the council’s partlclpatron was believed

. ' to begreater-thanin the past because of a change in the com-
mittee structure or greater support by the prime sponsor S
staff. areas where the council role- appeared to be in

.o declrnez it was felt that the business of the council had

become ,repetrtlve momentum was difficult to maintain, at-
. tendancé at meetings declined, or members, unable to keep
) up with a mynad of chfnges in regulatrons were content to

» . rely on'the administrators’ staffs. - , .

. -. For the most part, obServers noted little change either in
council activity or influgnice since the CETA reauthorization.

o As one pointed out, broadening the composrtron was merely

2 tinkering at the edges with httle effect on the council’s role.

. e
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Effect of private industry councils. Congress expected that
establishing private industry councils PICs) under Title VII
would mobilize industry efforts on behalf of local employ-
ment and training programs. At the time of the survey, PICs
were established in 95 percent of the prime SpQNsoOreareas. .
The PICs were established as separate entities to emphasize -
their role and importance. They are, however, under the for-
mal authority of the prime sponsor, and their plans are coor-
dinated with those of the planning council.

’

To assure cross-fertilization and joint planning, the act
pr0v1des for the chairperson (or designee) of each council to
be a nonvoting member of the other."* Aside from the ‘cross-
membership on the councils, there is little evidence that the
establishment of p Jvate industry councils is having a signifi-
cant effect on the role and activities of the CETA planning
councils in the 28 .study. areas. Moreover, there is some con-
fusion as to the appropriate role of each council in a com-
prehensive planning effort.'* A few cases of duplication or
lack of understanding ot communication weré reported. In
other areas the responsibilities of the two groups were
separate. There were two instances where the involvement of
PIC members in the advisory council resuited in greater em-
phasis on the linking of CETA programs with the private
sector. \

Funding and Enrollment Shifts.”

- .« ¥

The major problem in CETA planning, as well as o;')era-
tions, continues to be the perennial uncertainty of the

% .

14. U.S. Congress, Senate, Comprehensive Employment and Training Act Antendments of . ,

1978, S.Rept. 95-891, May 15, 1978, pp. 40-41. L.
A 15. See also Randall BJRipley, etal., A Formative Evaluation of the Private Sector In-

itiative Program, prepared for Office of Program Evaluation, Employment and Training

Admunistragon by the Mershon Cel‘uer of The Ohib State University, Report S‘ January _

1981, pp. 29-30 and Report 6, June 1981, pp. 24-32; and Private Sector Initiatives Pro-

_gram, CETA Tutle VII" Implementation in Seventeen Study Sites, Third Year Interim
Report (Philadelphia: Public/Private Ventures, 1981)
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50 Management of CETA Programs .
amount of funds to be made available because of changes in

. the level of appropriations, delays in funding, the influence
of> changes in variables, such as the unemployment rate, and
thé allocation formulas. - e

*To afford adequate notice of fundmg, CETA authonzed
'approprlatlons to be made a year in advance of the year to
which they apply. But the forward fundmg provision has
never actually been used except in 1977 when the economic
stimulus appropriation” covered public service employment
funds for 1978sas well.#The more common situation is to
enact approprlatlonsﬁat the last p0551ble moment or after the
new year has begun.

" Changes in"fppropriatio/ns

and Allocations. RE £

Appropriations through the normal budget process have
o varied considerably from year to year. The amount ap-
'ﬂ pr0pr1atea for all titles rose from $3.7 ‘billion in 1975 to
3 billion in 1979; it dropped again to $8.1 billion in 1980
d to“$7 7 billion in 1981 (table 1).. The public service.
employment share was even more volatile, rising from $1.3
billion in 1975 to $5.9 billion in 1979 and being reduced near-
ly one-half to $3.1 billionin 1980. In the face of pressures for
federal budget constramts PSE funding was further reduced
* in 1981 to $2 9 billion by the outgoing Administration. The
1981 PSE appropriation was cut t0.$2.4 billion by the new
Administratioh, and no new funds have beén appropriated
for either Title IID or Title VI for fiscal year 1982. 16

Forpnme sponsors, the controlling figures are the alloca-
tlons and these fluctuate widely for individual areas depend-
- mg upon the allocanon formulas for each title, the amount

-

16 On March 2, 1981 the Labor Department ordered a freeze on hmng of Title IID and Ti-
tle VI’ workcrs This was done pursuant to the new Administration’s policy to phase oht

o

over 300 000 Title 11D and Title Vi jobs by the end of the 1981 fiscal year, to reduce the:

) 1981 PSE budget authomy by $841 nulhon and outlays by $600° mllhon

)
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of unexpended funds that may be carried forward from one
fiscal year to the next, as well as the level of the appropria-
tions. The DOL issues “plannlng estimates” in May of each
year for use ip preparlng plans for each title, but the
amounts which an aréa finally receives some months later,
when appropriations are enacted and more timely unemploy-
ment data are available for use in allocation formulas, may
be quite different. All but one of the prime sponsors in' the
sample lost funds in 1980 compared with “1979. Declines
ranged from 10 to 45 percent the median decrease was 25
percent. The shifts in the amount of funds available to prime
sponsors create unusual planning and operating difficulties
that make the orderly management of CETA almost im-
possible. , .

What this means for indiyidual areas is illustrated by two
of the prlme sponsors in the survey sample. The Title IID
and Title VI allocation for Orange County, California, was
cut from $35 million in 1979 to $16 million in 1980. The first
planning estimate for 1981, released in May 1980, was $12
million; the allotment was reduced in October to $10 million
and cut again in DecemBér to $8.6 million. The latest revi:
sion-in March 1981 lowered the figure to $5.2 million.
Philadelphia’s PSE allotment, which was cut from $72
million in 1979 to $62 million in 1980 and to $45 million in
the initial planning estimates issued for 1981, rose in the sec-
ond 1981 allotment to $57 million. As of December, the
figure was reduced to $48 million; and, in March 19817t was
lowered again to $32 million. No.funds have been allotted to
continue the program in these areas in 1982.

S’hifts in Enroliment Goals _,-f :

The seesaw funding in the PSE programs is reflected in the
DOL enrollment goals. The Department’s aim was to main-
tain enrollment at levels authorized by the funds available.
The difficulty, of course, is that the funding levels were

\
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’ Table 1 ‘ o . N
CETA Appropriations, Fiscal 1975-1982 - ~ s LT
: . ‘ (millions of doliars) ’ ' - .
July. ‘ . 19810 = 1982 S
) L i S‘ept‘ . - ’ 3 - ‘ g
- STt 1975 1976° 1976 1977 1978 " 1979° 1980  Original Revised 40rigina1° Proposedd &
Motal.........venenn. 3743 5742 S8 ° 8053 8125 10290 8128 . 7,975 71,7408 3895 " A3 g .
Comprehensive ) . .. . X
programs ........... 1819 41,848 454 T 2481 2268 2361 2922 2512 2821 1925 1,697 =
IWA,B,C .. 1,580 1,580 395 1,880 <1880 1,914 2061 2,117 217 na3)f .26 0, @
ls....... > 239 268 58 6018 388 ' 32 536 305 . gsah 2190 183 -
VIS - . S s S75 3s 150 vl 215 288 :
Youth programs. ....... 648 668 44 1865 L1323 21001 2475 2415\N19M 1M1 3 :
vk ce T8 40 44 1,274 417 1,238 492 1,636 1,636 11,204 61 , @
! Summeryouth....... 473 58 - - 5, 1% 8 69 89 0B \“ 766! eral B
Public service employ. > @
* mentprograms. ...... 1275 | 3225 100, 3,703 6Q4m 5905 3,105 2,928 2444 . _
HAD) ............. 400 1,600 100 524 1,006m 2,501 1,478 z,;si 1950 \ , - .
VI, 875 1,625 . - 3,179 3,668™ 3,404 1,67 1

494 - - v
. SOURCE: Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor data. ' : .
-a. Beginniﬁg in fiscal 1979, titles redesignated as shown in parentheses.
b. Transition quarter. . " g N\
¢. Omnibus Reconciliation Act, August 1981 '

ap oA

d. Admmxstrauon s proposed revision of 1982 appropriation, Octobcr 1982. , %fg

wesIncludes’ S705 mxlhon deferred until fiscal 1982; excludes $234 million rescinded from Title VI. n@ﬁ
. f. Excludes 3606 mllllon deferrcd from fiscal 1981. - . i * .
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h. Includes $234 million transferred from Txtle 1o for uncmploymen; insurance payments for PSE enrollees. .
i. Excludes $47 million deferred from fiscal 1981,
j. Private-sector initiative, begins in fiscal 1979. ’ .

k. Includes Job Corps; Youth Employgent and Trammg Programs (YETP); Youth Commumty Conservation and Improvement Projects ’
(YCCIP), and Young Adult Conservation Corps (YACC) (Title VII). In fiscal 1977 youth projects were authonzed under Title IIl

L Excludes $39 million deferred from fiscal 1981.
m. Flsml year 1978 budget authority of 1977 Economic Stxmulus Appropnanons Act amount.

* il . . 8
“ L . [1,]
LY e
‘ . 3.
. ' 3
,, a
- ¢ O
. 2 3
. (( v o3
: e
B * L. ‘ a
i
- ~
‘ 76 @
. o . . ' ) E ‘
ERIC ' : oo o
it _ ) . ' S

s 4

Ve




.
€ i
o

1

54 Management of CETA Programs

uncertain. The DOL’s original plan for fiscal year 1980 call-
ed for an enrollment level oﬁ?SO 000 by September 1980,
about 100,000 below the prev1ous year’s level. But actual
enroliments in the first half of fiscal 1980 fell considerably
below planned levels (table 2). In January 1980, the Depart—
ment attempted to spur enrollments by threatening to
reallocate funds from lagging areas to prime sponsors able to
meet goals. By April 1980, however, the picture changed
again. With Prﬁskiflent Carter’s emphasis pn balancing the
federal budget, the DOL revised .its planned level down to
400,000 and froze new hires. In August, with only one more
month left in the fiscal year, the hiring freeze was lifted, but
only up to on-board enrollment as of July. At the end of
. fiscal 1980, enrollments had fallen to 328,000 reflecting local
sponsors expectatlons of fljrther congressional cuts in 1981.

These short-rﬁnge “stoi -and-go”’ signals are more disrup-
tive of program rafiofis than year-to-year changes. The
system is geared to an annual planning cycle ‘with five
months’ advance notice of anticipated allocation changes to
give local officials time to plan operations and-arrange for
subcontracts. However, if funding levels are cli?’"“nged close
to the start of the program year, or after the year has actually
begun, prime sponsors cannot plan an orderly program that
takes into account the tdrgeting, training, and public service
employment objectives' of the CETA legislation. \

‘Shifts in éfirollment goals play havoc with both plans and o
operations. When enrollment goals are raised, it is likely to
result in poorly developed PSE projects and hasty improvisa-
tion to fill positions..When planned levels are cut back,
employer work schedules are disrupted, commitments to

- employers and workers are abrogated and hurried ar-
rangements must be made to deal with the transition prob-
lems of thé terminated partmpants

&

}
The problem is especially acute when substantial lead time .

is required tgarrange for training services and public service.
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jobs. One consequence of the cancellations and cutbacks in
programs has been the loss of vredibility with training in-
stitutions, employers, and other subrecipients. In addition,
there is a continuing problem of staff morale; sensing a lack
of policy direction, the staff commitment to the program
often has given way to a growing sense of frustration and in-
security. Sudden turns were particularly difficult for multi-
jurisdictional sponsors where communications pass through
several layers to subareas and program agents.

Serious operawnal problems occurred in September 1979
when large nuinbers of PSE enrollees reached the end of
their 18-month limit. In some cases, waivers granted by the
DOL eased the adjustment problem by stretching out the
layoff period. In New York, some 5,000 PSE. enrollees were
separated in September 1979, and waivers of 10,000 others
enabled the city to spread the terminations over a 9-month
period. About 2,000 of the 15,000 terminees were placed in
regular public service positions. Phrladelphra was granted

-waivers for 3,300 enrollees in October 1979, and dbout one-

third were still in PSE slots a year later. However, the city
made plans to absorb them. In both cities, possibilities for

employment in the private sector were unfavorable because’

of high unemployment rates

About one-half of the sponsors devised strategies to
mitigate the aé\rerse effect of furiding and enrollment shifts.
The device most'eommonly used was underenrollment afd
underggendrng Some sponsors were able to anticipate and
prepate for 1ncre‘ésespr decreases in program size by obtain-
ing advance inforkation. Others resorted to ‘‘foot
dragging”’—delay in acting on Department of Labor direc-

tives wrth the expectation that they may be changed

.
g Phaseout of PSE in 1981 *

" In the CETA reauthorrzatron Congress sought to make
the Title VI publrc service jobs more responsrve to cyclical

.78




[y

56 Management of CETA Programs ks

- -~
. .

- ] ‘ TablE % {7
Participants in CETA Title II (IID) and Title VI
and U.S. Unemployment Rates, Fiscal 1975-1981 J
\ (numbers in thousands)
. Us./
’ . unemployment
Title II rate
Year and month ({IDR Title VI Total (percent)
- FY 1975 \ Co i
September (1974)........... ’ 12 - 12 59
December.’................ 55 . 55 7.2
March(1975) .............. 140 102 ) 8.6 . -
June ...a....Lll) e R & 124 278 8.7
Average . ......... PR 9% 57 147 . 1.6
FY 1976 i v i
. September ... ............. 87 213 300 8.5
- . December....... ® 62 - 267, _ 329 8:2
March (1976) ......... cees 58 287 345° 7.6
June ... 0o, 95 | 206 301 7.5
Average ........... PR 76 . 243 39 ., 8.0
Transition Quarter . ‘ )
September (1976). .......... 245 4 289 7.7
FY 1977 A . .
December............ e - 243 29 2n 7.8
March€1977) ....eeennen 62 25 307 © 14
Jung ..ieniiiii 7 292 363 71
September ......... . . 94 449 543 6.8
Average .................. - 117 254 n . 7.3
FY 1978 ' ©T ST
. December................. 110 517 627 . 6.4
March(1978) .............. 128 624 752 62 .
. June ........ R 126 603 729 7 59
. September ...,............. 112 496 608 . 5.9
Average ...l 1y 560 679 6.1
. FY919 ) :
- % %t % December L 8 416 5% 5.7
N March(1979) ..., 210 336 546 5.7
June ..., 266 326 592 - 5.8
i © September .... - 257 . 297 554 5.9
x = JAverage ...l 0L 213 344 557 " 5.8
- FY 1980 \ . o, Lo
. Decembef ..o oo invvnnon.. 194 - 204 7 398 6.0
e March(1980) . ........cv.. 190. 200 -390 63~ -
ST une ... PSR 198 76 . & - 7.5 - N
s -Septémber ................ 206 122 ©o328 . 1.4 58 .
Poret '\ *Average ..., b, © 197 176 i 6.8- @E
: . . . 4 8 oy "
.
Q ’ | ¥
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FY 1981 .

December................. 192 114 306 7.4
March(1981) .............. 192 85 277 1.3
June et 65 .31 96 7.3
September (estimate). .. ..... 19 11 30 . 7.5
Average (estimate). . . ... . e A 60 177 vV 14

SOURCE: Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department_of Labor (un-
published), and Employment and Earnings, Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department
of Labor. ' s-

a. Fiscal 1975 through the first 2 quarters of fiscal 1979 data are for Title II; data from
June 1979 through September 1981 are for Title IID.

b. Seasonally adjusted. .

- .
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a

shifts in unemployment by ‘building in a trigger mechanism
which would permit PSE funds to move in tandem with the
s level of unemployment. However, the trigger was not
automatic: it depended upon recommendations of*the Ad-
ministration and action by the congressional appropriations
committees. Despite changes in unemployment rates, the
trigger was never used, and the level of Title VI PSE employ-
ment has not been in phase with unemployment (figure 1).

_ From 1975, when Title VI was originally passed, to 1978;
enrollments in.public service employment rose, the biggest
increase occurring in the nine months following the passage
‘of the Economic Stimulus Appropriations Act in 1977.
Enrollments were curtailed in late 1978 and in 1979. As the
national unemployment rate rose between 1979 and 1980, the

= number of participants in public service employment
declined—the opposite of what Congress had intended.

At the fime of the-October 1980 survey, some downwargr
adjustment in Title VI enrollments in fiscal 1981 was taken
for granted. Survey respondents were asked to indicate the
probable effects of a public service jobs program reduction.
For those sponsors who were below authorized strength,
serious adjustment problems were not expected. However,
most did foresee program and staff problems. '

“Besides loss of public services, reduced enrollment levels
were expected to disrupt existing projects and make it dif-
ficult to ensure service to target groups, maintain permissible
wage levels, provide training, and retain the cooperation of

.public agencies and community organizations_that employ
CETA workers. Respondents anticipated that these layoffs

+ would take place in a slack labor market with limited oppor-
‘tu’bi_ty for transition of participants into private or regular
public sector jobs. In'the event of a PSE cutback, sponsors
planned to trim back PSE enrollment in nonprofit agencies,
transfer qualified enrollees to other CETA titles, and step up
transition efforts. Several agencies, facing staff cuts, would
reorganize and reassign their remaining staff,
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In March 1981, fhe new:- Administratid’n_ announced its
decision to phase out the Title IID and Title \fI programs in
the remaining seven me#ths of the fiscal year: Procedures

enrollees were sent by the Department of Labor to all prime
sponsors.'” They involved revised.allocations, grants, enroll-
ment schedules, costs (including.allowances for unemploy-
ment insurance and closeouts), administrative cost pool
schedules, and arrangements for continuing audits. The field

notices taking into account established procedures and legal
protections of enrollees, arrange for transfer of laid off
enrollees to other ti‘tles where possible, assist in placement of
participants «in unsubsidized employment, and, where
necessary, apply for temporary waivers of terminations. The
rapid time scheduje for the phasedewn posed major ad-
ministrative problems. Thellconiplexity‘ of ‘the task is
reflected in the instructions that authorize exceptions 'from
the averaige wage, training, and project requirements.'*

. - . Effect of Reauthorization on Staffing -

* The size of the CETA administrative staffs is influenced

by several factors: the funding fevelof (_?E-fTA, changes in ad- -

ministrative responsibilities, the mode of ‘operations, the ex-
tent to which administrative duties are shared with subcon-
tractors, and the use of the PSE participants to supplement
the regular staff, But it is not size alone that affects the ad-
- ministration of CETA. Past stu'd’ies suggest the importoancg

17. Freld Memorandym 133-81, AManagement of the Phaseout. of Programs Funded Under
Title /D and K1 of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act by September 30,
di 1981, March 13, 1932. cy, ~ R .

©18. As of June 30, 1981, 175,000.had been terminated. Of these, 43 percent were placed,
draving unemployment compcnsati'o_n, and 3 percent were in school or the armed forces.
The remaining 15 percent were unaccounted for. Among the remaining
. some were off.the, pdyroll bat were held in enréllecl‘ status pending possible placement.
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for managing the phaseout and separatidn of over 300,000 .

- memorandum required prime sponsors to issue layoff

mostly 1n public sector jobs, 37 percent were either transferred to othe‘r'CE"‘l{,mles orwere

SE enfollées,

Sarm
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of the quality of the staff and its stability." This'section ex- .
amines the effect of the reauthorlzatlon on staff re-
qu1rements., turnover, and tramrng

*

For purposes of this report, CETA staff are classified as
administrative—those assigned to “*overhead’’ tasks such as
planning, contract supervision, mqnitoring, reporting, and

. accounting; and operating—those-who provide services to
Le clients, such as intake, counseling, instrué¢tion, job develop-
' ment, and placement. . )

’ 1

Staff Size o

In 1976, épproximately 20,000 persons were estimated as
employed by sponsors or subcontractors for administrative '
_ duties. Since then, with the addition of " youth programs,
J growth of countercychcal public service employment and

other programs, both staff and admlmstratrve cost ratios

. have mcreased sharply. With- a 50 percent increase of CETA

e ‘ funds between 1976 and 1980, the size of administrative staff

- ;7\, has probably risen above 30,000, excluding PSE. enrollees
~ employed on"CETA staffs. , -

. & The growth. of the prime sponsors’ operating staffs over
the years was associated not only with the expansion of
CETA programs, but also with an increasing role as service
deliverers. ‘Many sponsors undertook .to operate ‘intake
genters and handle the placement of enrollees. Some
operated tr{rnmg or other programs directly (see chapter 3).
At the inception of CI;ZTA these operating tasks were almaost -

- always performéd under contract by other public or private
nonprofit agencies. °

A Prime Spohsar Maridgement Decr.yons and Progrym Goal Achievement, R&D >

o, X o . -
§ Mirengoff and Rintiler, CEMVUnder Local Conlml., pp.\ 104-105; Rrplcy et al.,
3 onograph 56,. prcpared for the’ ‘Employmcm and Trammg Administration by the Mer-

pp 86-87

.

shon [Ceater of The Ohio’ Statc Universi ty (Washmgton uU.S. Depanmcnmf Labor, 1978), ..
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~

In 1.978 prior to the reauthorlzatlon the average size of
staff far 24 prime sponsors in the survey sample was 67, of '

whom 46 were engaged in administrative duties and 21 in
operating functions (table 3)." Since” the reauthorlzatlon
despite a sharp decline in funds in all but one area; the
average staff sizé rose to 81 in 1980. Most of the increase was
in the admmlstratlve staff. These .estimates include public
service employment enrollees assigned to CE'FA ad-

‘ministrator staffs, but do not ificlude staffs of subjurisdic-

tions or sibcontractors. Seventeeni of 24 areas w1th com-
parable data reported increases in admlmstratlve staffs rang-
ing from 15 to 70 pereént.: The seven w1th decreases had_
more moderate changes,.with declines rangmg frori7 to 21

- percént.

T

Table 3™ -~ .
Average Size of CETA Admlmstrat]ve and Operatmg Staffs
Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, Fiscal 197§-1980

Averagé number of .

Type of staff and  * - positions authorized?
type of prime sponsér 1978 1979 . 1980
Average total staff ......... AR 14 70 81
Administrative staff . ... ... . L, 46 . 49 57
" Cities, counties, consortia......... R N - 51
_Balanceofstates............ ..o, 10 82
6peratin‘g staff .vooovn.n. P .. 20 24
“Cities, counties, consortia . ........ 26 26 29
Bilance of states . . . ... FERIRSITELY . 0 . 0 o

SOURCE. chor(s from 24 pnme s with comparable jurisdictions for 3 years. Of
the 24 areas, 15 had operatin well as administrative staff. .
™™ a. Unweighted average. : * .

Administrative staff increases .were attrlbuted, in the'

_ 'main,- to heavier workload tesulting from the reauthori

tion act; decreases, to reductlons in funds. The largest gains .

were registered in the monitoring and record keeping staffs

needed to document eligibility, track the length of stay of

gm’ollees txghten monitoring, dnd- .prepare reports (table 4)

I - s, B .

~~” .o" f-
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‘ W ‘ Table 4
Average Size of CETA Administrative and Operatmg Staffs
o by Activity, Sample ane Sponsor Areas, Fiscal 1978-1980 '
Average number of
Type of activity, : positions authérized?
- vt 1978 1979 1980
Averagetotalstaff ................. 67 70 - 81
.Averag'e administrativestaff......... 46 49 57
Planning ....................... 6 ‘6 v T
Monitoring and evaluation ........ 7 8 9
. Record keeping .................. 7 7 ~9
Fiscal services ................... -9 9 10:
Contract supervision ..... e . 4 4 5
] 1\ . Overall supervision............... .9 10 12
Other ............ e 5 5 5
Average operatmg staf | S 21 21 24
Intake SETVICES . v v v evevnvnnnns . 5 5 5"
-.- »  Jdbdevelopment and placement. . . : 4" 4 o5
W ~Traiging......c..ooovieeiininan. . 3 3 1{ T4
Othe........oovvninnnnnn, o 9 9. . 11

= : SOURCE Reports from 24 p{\'me sponsors with comparable Junsdxcuons for 3 years. Of
' the'24, 15 had operatingas well as administrative staff.

NOTE: Details may notadd to totals because of-rounding. : e
a. Unwelgh(ed averages. N . . -.:.‘ 3 .

-
P

- Operatmg staff of prlme sponsors, on balance, changed i
' little since the reauthorization act w1th incregses in some | .
“areas offset by decreases in others. Gains \were ins _]Ob >
development, . placement training and such new respén- :
sibilities as preparing employability devel?opment plans and -
determining eligibility. It should be noted that one-thlrd" ef -
the areas subcontract all operating actlvities; others, such as - .r
" consortia and bala.nce-of-states delegat 16 subjurisdic- \ Sioal
. tions, Ifi these cases, overall operating sfaff changes would +. %"
not be reﬂected in the prime spons! ,staff g ‘_ '1'.,'_ ;_-?,7:*.‘3, T
Abaut half of the pnme spk{nsorﬁ’ u%the strsvéysample
used RSE partxcxpants in thexr admflﬁstratwp xgmts and, to~a :'

,:,
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lesser extent, in their opefating functions (table S5).,
Respondents ‘reported almost unanimously. that PSE _

enrollees filled these positions satisfaptorily.\ -

Table § °
: Employment. of CETA Public Service Employment Enrollees
. on Prime Sponsor Staff, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas .o

Percent PSE to total staff Admlmstratlve staff Operatmg staff ..

p

SOURCE: chons from 28 areas.

Staﬂr Turnover ' o & - S
AlthOUgh the stresses and stra4n5 iri the volatlle CETA
. system were thought to cause heavy. employee turnover, a
review of prime sponsor experlence during 1980 indicates .
. that accession and separation. ‘rates were not as high as ex-
. _pegted.” Accession-rates=for 27 areas ‘for which data were
] av ilable ranged from zero to 69 per hundred employees ina
lZ-month penod The- average 'was 33, or"2 7 a-month,
» ° Separatjon @ates ranged }rom 7 to almost 70 per 100
employees, avera‘gmg 25 for a 'ﬁ;ll year or just over 2 per
month. REY . g\

S ," There is no turnover datasenesfor regular state and rocal\
L. government employmt;nt However “a-regent study\of turn-
.. -. .over rates in.selected ; mdustnes—based on social security
i data, shows ‘‘new hire’? rates-of about 10 per 100 per quarter -
pin bankmg and 12.3"in edncanolilal services—nonmanufac- \ _

Y
]
., turmg mdustnes Whlch may,be co parable to state an local

b -

»’ -

L r- . :r«u g ‘ : G

e ¢ 20. “Won r‘cs” areghe nu;nbcf of- new hrm and recalls pct month drvrdcd by the

L. avetage nnmbet'of fmployees on prime sponsor %tvaffs and multiplied by 100, ‘*S'epa ion
nm&“’are the numbcr oummnauons per mont mcludmg qmts and layoffs, divid by

‘s -

- ', g thc' a,v.;zage Qumbcr of ;m;:loym and mulnpincd by 100.
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government. Expressed on a monthly basrs these new hrre
rates are 3.3 and 4.1 respettively. The separation rates in
banking and tducational services are 3. 0 and 4.2 per month.
These r%tes are higher than the turnover rates for the CETA
prime sponsors studied.?' -~ . '

" One-third of the 27 reporting areas had relatrvely hrgh
separation rates (over 24 per 100 employees per year). Both
clerical and professional employees Wwere involved, and in
half of the areas reporting high turpover; top managément
was affected. Nearly all terminations were quits. CETA ad-
ministrators blamed msecupty, lack of advancement oppor-
tunity, job dissatisfaction, 'or more favorable opportunities

elsewhere. Several sponsors attributed the jobdissatisfaction .

to frustration, ambiguous regulations or the negative public
image of CETA. In one*Case, key employees were expected
to resign with a change of local administration. Separated
employees| include some PSE participants who were ter-
minated when therr tenure exprred In the areas that reporte
high accession rates, prog\am expansion was largely respon-
sible: : )

Although overallt turnover rates were not found to be un-
duly high in 1980, their effects are particularly harmful in a
Dprogram like CETA that ‘has been undergoing constant
change. New employee§ must become familiar with a vastac-
cumulation of regulations and procedures. The loss of top
staff is especially disruptive since it not only affects adversely .
program operations and the ‘quality~ of services, but also
leadership and conrijuity of m4nagement. ’.

Turnover problems are expected to be much more severe
in 1981 and 1982 with the phasebut of. tl;le pubhc service jobs

21 .{Ma!colm S. Cohen and Arthur R. Schwartz, “U.S. Labor Turnoves: Analysrs of aNew
Measure,” Monthly Labor Rewew, Novembér 1980, p. 9. Figures are for the®second

quarter of 1976. **New hires’’ are usually lower than accessions. According 10 ETA the 25
per year separation, rate is comparable to other federal grant programs, but is lowcr n.

* that shown by unpublished internal data for CETA. . \ j}

A - ’ T -

R




*

-

-
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program, anticipated cutbacks in youth programs, and the

. general uncertainty as to the future of CETA when the act
explres in 1982.

Quality of Staff ' .

The problem of staff turnover points up a broader oues-
tion—the ab1hty of CETA sponsors to attract, develop, and
retain quaht" ed staff. The rapid changes in programs and
processes that have. characterized CETA over the years
~militate against staff development In addition to compensa-
tion levels, quality of staff is often associated with two pro-
cesses—selectlon on the basis of merit.and the training of
those selected. . \

\

Merit systems. DOL regulations require that public agen-

cies administering CETA programs must comply with merit .

standards of the U.S. Office of Personnel Management. The
purpose of these regulations is to assure that\sponsors hire

and retain quaht" ed. staff. Merit standards i corporate six -

prmclples (1) recruitment, selection,” and advancement’
based on ability; (2) equitable and adequate compenggn,
(3) staff tramlng, (4) retention on the basis of merit; (5) non-
discrimination in all aSpects of personnel administration;
and (6) restnctlons on political activities®

e

Natlonally, about half the sponsors had or were planning
to adopt an acceptable merit system in 1980. Many of the
others were in local governments which have not had formal
personnel structures. Amongsthe sponsors in the study sam-
+ ple, 22 hired through competxtlvﬁpn(:ent systems, dnd 6 did

;,_- not.-Of. the 22, several met federal standards but were not

part of a local civil service system either because the local

goVernment did not have civil servicé or because the CETA
staff pattern did not correspond with the classification struc-
, tute. Of the 6 ‘without acceptable merit systems 2 were in the

process of developing them; 3 selected emp}oyeesby less for-
" mal interview and-rating procedures, and 1 hired CETA

g ‘ ] * - . *
V- =t
© it ‘& - . ’8:9 ! ‘\“ <
b . b P N - ¢ j
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employees as ‘‘temporaries” to avoid civil service en-
tanglements. . ] ) -

Most sponsors believed that the merit system does assure
qualified personnel. Others feit that although it eliminates
political influence and assures that candidates have minimal
qualifications, it did not guarantee that the best qualified
will be hired. Several preferred the hlrmg flexibility afforded
by thelr own system.

Staff training. More than one-half of the sponsors believ-
ed that the administration of their programs was 1mp\=:ded by
inadequately trained staff. While there was no consensus
about the kinds of training needed, most sponsors agreed
that staff should improve thelr knowledge of regulations,
planmng,.ﬁscal management, contract development and
superyision, record keeping, and evaluation. They also iden-
tified training needs in client services, job development,.and
linkages with other programs. ‘

Most sponsors in the study sample-arranged. for some for-
mal or informal staff training. Two patterns- emerged:
(1) training in-administrative processes—monitoring, plan-
ning, subcontracting, fiscal management, equal employment
.opportunity, and data processing; and (2) program train-
ing—intake, counseling, preparation of EDPs, and: job
developrnent. Elevens of the areas reported that staff
members were either given tuition cred1ts for professional
development courses or permltted to attend reglonal office
courses. Séven of the 28 areas were. reported to have little or.
no formal training éxcept for general ori¢ntation in néw
regulatiohs and procedures.

.

The new Yequirements of the 1978\ amendments resulted in
a greater re¢ognitipn of the need for staff development and
an increased comrgltment on the part of federal officials fo
provrde it. Two—thrrds of the study areas reported an increase
;i the tralmng funded by the Department of Labor and made
avaxlable to their staffs. In-addition to those giver at regional. .

.. - , [ B
-
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- training centers, courses were bemg offered in colleges with

DOL institutional grants, such as the Rutgers Center for
Human Resources, the University of Kansas Human
Resources Program, and the University of Texas. Training
programs were also availdble through such state-funded in-
stitutions as the Ohio Training Institute, the Michigan Train-
ing Institute, and the Illinois Management Training In-
stltute o

Opinions. of sponsors and regional office staff on the
usefulness, of federal training varied. Half the respondents
felt ﬁlft federal training was useful in transmitting ‘‘hard’’
information on such matters as interpretation of regulations
or on grant closeout procedures. There was less positive reac-
tion to training in broad program areas or in management
skills. One respondent observed: ‘“There is 2 distincalfon be-
tween training and telling a person how to fill out a form.”’
Another commented: ‘It does little good to bring together
‘10 to 15 primes and read the regs to them. The problem is
they won’t commit themselves to the tough questions... . .”’

Another way of gauging the usefull'less of federally spon-
sored training is to ascertain it§ effect on operations. Most
respondents felt that it was useful in specific activities such
as determining eligibility or monitoring. Others noted'that

-

the training only benefited'the few persons who attended; i,

balance-of-states, for example training seldom reached the
subjurisdiction levels where actual operations take place.

DOL management assistance. The training limitations
identified ih the study dreas are- one reflection of the more
widespread deficiencies in the techmcal aslglstance provxded
to CETA prime sponsors. A 1979 report offa Department of

‘Labor Technical Assistance and Training Committee found
that, despite a great flow of information, the systefftwas not
‘ provxdmg adequar.e training dnd assistafce to grant ip- |«

ients: regional office staff wer busy with other assignmen
.. and 'were not equlpped to provxde tgchmcal trammg, there

’ / \
A -
. )
L
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- ® were not sufficient specialists either in the national or’

regional offices in key functional areas to meet the need;
training was being provided variously by national office
staff, regional training centers, state employment and train-

"ing councils, state training institutions, national community

based organizations, public interest groups, and outside con-
sultants. The major problem identified by the committee
report is. that the entire system was uncoordinated,
fragmented, and without policy direction. The report also
pointed out that since contractors rely on' prime sponsors for
training, there is a particular need for training that extends
to the subgrantee level. :

In an effort to in'}prove the use of training resources and
the quality of technical assistance, the Department of Labc:{.

_established an Office of Management and Training. That o

fice set out, in consultation with local sponsors and advisory
groups, to identify training rieeds, formulateplans to meet
those needs, increase. capacity. for training at al| levels, ‘and

complishments was the establishment of a national training
center;near Washington to provide, on a contifuing basis,
intensive training for federal representatives, and to develop
a series of training guides. ditionally, a managemert
assistance unit was set up in each regional offiee to concen-
traté specifically on training activities.

-

In sum, for most of the sponsors in the sample, turnover
has not been unduly high. However, because of the many
changes ‘that have taken place,in CETA, staff losses,

especiaily among key personnel; have been injurious. Hcayy.\}
d

turnover is likely to follow program reductions in 1981 an
1982. Staff development training has been meager and
fragmented. But efforts to inecrease, improve, and coor-

dinate such training are underway. The reauthorization act

had little Yirect effect on staff turnover; but the new provi-
sions of the legislation ‘and the accompanying regulations
served to underscore-the need.for staff training. :
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evaluate the trq'riing provided. Among the more visible ac- - )
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, Decentralization and Federal-Local |
A Relationships | ‘;

1

. \

The framers of 'CETA envisioned an employment -and

training system in' which program management decisions

would be made by state and local officials within a

framework of broad federal policy. However, from the

outset, this decentralized design was diluted. Much of this

ribbling away at local control stems from the act’s ambigui-

ty, the divergence between the policies and priorities of the -

y principals in the federal-state-local partnership, and- the
! strains that are-inherent in a poorly defined relationship.

The 1978 athendments, intended to tighten the administra-
tion of CETA and make local programs and practices con- -
form more closely\xith national policies, resulted in greater

_specificity in the ac®which, in turn, further constrained the

. . e L 2N
. served in employment and training programs, how long they & '
‘ may remain in the programs, how their needs are to be '
assessed, what wages they are to be paid, and-other detailed
‘ program matters are: p{escribed‘in the statute. Despite the
- erosion of local control, most sponsors appeared to ‘be ad- =~
justing to the more ceptralize{l agg,)monitored operation.
¥ — ‘.

- o
v

Ohe significant aspect of .the decentralization issue in-
= volves the relationshiip.between féd#ral and*local personnel
\ ‘who share responsibility for the CETA. program. This rela-
.. . 7 tionship is shaped, by Objective and subjectivg’ factors: the
- _ statute, afgd"eral regulations, thg relations betv‘veen regional
offices and prime sponsors, as well as operational styles and

" personalities. I a‘s ~

of

i the,‘.fggé_ra' establishment on the, communications they
. Tecgive, the regional ‘office review of their plan ,ithe assess-
£.. ~- ‘nlent of their programs, as well as site’ visits ‘and other

>
[ - v ‘
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freedom- of local authorities. Decisions as t6 whoTiay be — -
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meetings. In individual situations, th#e relationships are
colored. by the rapport between local staff and federal
representatives and, of course, there are wide variations
among regions 'pnd prime sponsors.

In the October 1980 survey, prime sponsors were asked to
identify the activities in which the degree of federal presence
changed. Their responses indicate that, for most standard
forms of federal involvement—plah review, mterpretatlon of
regulations, technical asmstanceg performance assessment,
and followup of reporting—federal contact was about the
same or greater in 1980 than in 1979. The most significant
change was in compliance review where increased federal ac-

“tivity was expected in view Qf the changes in the act. Several

stated there was ,’too_ little technical assistance while others

felt that new requirements constrained local initiative. For'

the most part, respondents fglt that in the light of the new

endments the federal presénce was appropriate:

There were, ‘however, mgmflcant local- federal dlfferences
on policy issues. Forty percent of the sponsors interviewed

“disagreed w1th federal policies on auditing, liability, the role .

of IMUs, underexpenditures, average wages, and placement
goals. There were also scattered reports of problems relating
to waivers of the 18-month limit on enrollment, technical
assistance to subrecipients, meeting the fixed percentage of
funds to be spent for PSE training, and confllctmg inter-
pretatlons of rulgs by federal officials.

The fleld .-research associates noted that federal
surveillance had . increased -as ‘a consequence of the
reauthorization act’s emphasis on tightening administrative
tontrol and fiscal manageément. They characterized thq ac-
thLtleS of regional offlce representatives as bemg centqre on

————n




4 v
.

72 . Management of CETA Programs
) Summary \ -

\

rime sponsors in the

Although some of the shock felt b
first year after the reauthorization wore Qff by the second
year, a number of areas were still feeling its e ect; Sponsors
continued to struggle with the volume of rules and regula- .
tions promulgated to implement an increasingly complex
employment and training system. The major, administrative
developments during fiscal year 1980 are summarized below:

* Monitoring and auditing occupied a great deal of atten- -
- tion. All sponsors in the sample ‘had installed IMUs and
imost had increased the size of monitoring staffs.
scope of monitoring 'activities was broadened ton-
LT .,siderably and the monitoring focused largely on
- eligibility verification and monitoring contracts.

s ¢ Monitoring, along with stepped-up aud1t1ng activities
‘ and prime sponsor liability, had the intended. effect of
increasing accountability and responsibility at all levels
of governm nt. Although the DOL was not abBle to meet
its beefed-up auditing schedules, the expectation of be-
, ing audited stimulated sponsors to take preventlve .
- ' measures to ay01d Ilablllty problems. However, prime
" sponsors’ organizations have criticized the auditing pro-
cess as being too stringent.

L e The reauthorization act mtended to simplify the CETA
plans by separating them into a non-recurring master
\plan and an annual plan. Hawever, since more detail

o ] was added in the process, sponsors found little change

[N

workload. Problems relating to data sources per-

, , as did the local view that too much repetition was

o Stlll requlred in some sectlbns of the plans. With the

o \ . “proliferation of \spemal programs, plans became essen*
: “tially a collectxon of grant apphcatlons

4 . Nevertheless 60 perceht of the sponsors agreed that \'\he

planmng proces§ is useful for program\de elopment,
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identification of target groups, orientation of staff,
reviewing activities of . subjurisdictions, and for
4 evaluating progress toward achieving goals. Those who
° - did not find plans useful pointed ‘out that operating
- decrsrons are subject to shifts in priorities and other con-
* siderations that are ‘tndependent of the formal planning
system ;
® The act attempted tq strengthen the role of local pian- °
ning councrls, but .results were not discernible. Where ‘
changes occurred, they. were generally due to cir:
curnst“ances not _related to the reauthorrzatlon The_
establishment of private industry councils' and’ youth -
councils tended to fragment local planning.

Abrupt'changes ift funding allocatiogs and enrollment

- oals made orderly planning impossible and the restric-
= tive wage, eligibility, and other provisions of the
. * reauthorizationt .act made it much more drffrcult to
.manage the CETA Pprograms. .
o Increases in, henitoring, audrtmg, documentation, and )

record keeping enlarged. both the admrnrstratrve
_ workload and’ administrative staffs. Turnover rates of
. *' CETA employees are comparable-to other like in:
dustries. However, separations were expected to beton-
srderably higher in, 1981 and 1982 with the phasing out
of public service emplpyment programs and uncertain-
['ties as to the future of CETA beyond its exprratron date
of September- 1982. °

® The or1g1nal thrust of 'CETA—de tralization—has
been weakened. The 1ncreas1ngly detiMed: p:escriptioﬁs

f \ and proscriptions mandated by the 19¥8 amendments to

i, achieve greater congruence between local and federal P
. objectives and to prevent program abuses have had the ,

i3 efféet of increasing the federal presence and narrowing .

; the decision making role of state and local officials. Dif- .

] . ferfnces between local and federal officials surfaced, N

i . ) . . e

I .
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s »

particularly w1th respect to.views on audltlng, liability,
the role of mdependent monitoring units, unexpended
.« funds, wage provisions, and placement goals.

°

In short, increased admlmstratlve difficulties and greater
centralizatjon was the price paid to tighten administration of
the employment and training system and protect its integrity.
The cumulative effect of the 1978 amendments has been to

J compllcate CETA’s admlmstratlon greatly. Practically all
respondents identified administrative overload problems.
Ore of the most common complaints was that the strain of
»implementing regulations not only" overburdens local of-
ficials, but also limits prime sponsor flexibility, the cor-
. nerstone of a decentrallzed system.
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grogram Ml.x and
Dehvery of Services

.

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of
1973 gave state and local officials some fléxibitity in choos-
_ing employment and -training programs and the organiza--
.tions to deliver these programs. This chapter traces’ changes

over the years in the mix of programs and in delivery
systems, with particular attention to the effects -of the 1978
reauthorization amendments on Title IIB/C.' The last part.
of the chapter reviews recent develoﬁments in. the relation-
ships between CETA and the public employment service
system. «

The Compbsiﬁon of V(IZIJ‘ETA Programs’

Recategorization of CETA

Despite theiritent of CETA to consolidate manpower pro-
grams, the original legislation embodied elements of bath
“block grant ‘and categorical designs. Of the five substantlve
titles, only Title I"permltted state and local officials latitude
in'selecting employment and trlammg programs best suited to

4

1. Title TIB/C, under the amendme of 1978, provides for comprehensive fraining and
employment services (IIB), and upg?S{mg and retraining (llC) It replaces Title 1 of the
1973 act.

i
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the needs of -their communities. The other four titles *
authorrzed categorrcal programs for speeific purposes: Title
II was mtended to, create additional public sector jobs in
areas of substantral uhemployment Title III provrded for
natronally administered programs for Indians, migrant farm
Workefs, and other special groups; Title 1V continued the
Job Corps, and Title VI, whrch was added shortly after
- CETA was enacted, authorized countercyclical public service .
empl‘oyment programs. Thus; Qtﬁy under Title I could spon-
sors choose from a range of programs and activities—skill
tralmng, basrc educatron,.on—the—;ob training, work ex- ,
perrence public service employment, or manpower services
o such as counsehng and job placement. They were permitted
. to. continue ‘programs estabhsheg under earlier legisla-
X g tion—the Manpower Developm nt and Trainin “Act
. * (MDTA) and.the Econpmrc Opportu.mty Act (EOARjeqr. to
. i £
ﬁ - . develop.other aCtmtres accordrng.t_o tl;re;.rS‘ n‘pereeptrons of
- what.xs mos*f responsrve to~the~;r need ﬁ\ . '-,.,- = Lt

-y Bc'tween 1975 atid 1978 w1th the ei; ansadh of public ser- \ -
""'j ’_ ; ylce EmpKoyment prognams (PSE) and the afidmon of spécial-
youth p‘rqgr’ams, the. ¢onf1g‘urat1on ~of employment and
tra1n1ng programs became nore categorlzed Even. though
, . funds for Title I jficreased, proportronate}y more was added
L for other, titles, and the “deca;egprlzed” b.orhon of CETA -
déclined frog 42.te 23 percent of tofal CETA a})proprratrons
by 1978 (table 6) The 1978 reauthonzataon act. contmued the
earlier’ categorrcal programs and -added a new one—the
private sector initiative program (Title VII) Each of these is
a separate program with specific funding form"ulas, eligibili-
ty requirements, and operating rules. The decategorlzed por-
tion—Title IIB/C—declined further to 18- pergent in 1979:
= After 1979, wrth the curtallment and complete’ phaseout of -
PSE, the proportlonate share of Title IIB/C rose; ”by f1scal -

-

LR Y fid
. 2. Authonzcd/gy the Youth Employmem and Dcmonstranon Pro;cctsXctBC‘lVH Pub. L
o L9599 ‘N \
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Table 6

CETA Approprratrons, by Title, Fiscal 1975- 1982

Tie?

1977

1978

1980

1982 (est) &

Total (mrll'om)

emp nt

TitteydIDy.............. k
o “Tlﬂ ,l.- T R R

£l

..............

'$8,053

39

$§,125
{Percent distribution)
100

28
2

588

13 <

45

00 \O W

$8,128

100

36
25

- 17

4

25"

b
13
7

38
18
20

$3,9174
! . ~&
=

~ 100

ptnning in fisca

thludes $234

prvement Projects (Y.C:
gudgct authority fbr{j' scal 1978 fromJ977 Economic Strmulus ApproprrattOn

i

; cludgs $2
“- rllron)

shzIncludes fu 49

w’y»

ds authorized for both Title'l1 and V1.
8 mrlhon transferred to Title lll to pay unemployment compensatron to PSE workers (5245 miliion) and for other

~

REE: Employment and Trarmng Administtation, U.S, Department, of Labor, and Offrce of Management a’d Budget data

2 ,Detarls may not add to 100/percent due to roundrng . .

g8 979, titles rédesignated as Shown in, parentheses

. Ingdudes transition quarter, July-September 1976.

; dhion rescinded from Title VI and

d%¥itle 1V otfer youth ($58 million).

jiludes amaunts deferrea from fiscal 1981. Title 11B/C (5607 mrllron), Title HI (547 mrllton),

Pfivate sector initiative J program beginning in fiscal 1

i fiscal 1977 §1 tilhon,in youth’ programs funded in
Mang Adult Conservatrg Cotps (YACC), Youth Employment and Trarnrng Phograms (YETP),

Fd

’m we

KI9ATOCT PUER X

rd

$705 mrlhon deferred from Title llD (5601 gmlhon) Tttle lV Summer Youth (840 mﬂlron),
and T|tle lV Summer Youth (540 mrlhon)

Trtle 111 under the 19%7 Economrc Strmulus Approprratron Begmmng rn fiscal 1979
Youth (YOmmunrty Conservatron and Im-

purposc; ($3

Jﬁotd

-
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'\
1982 it is expected to be back up to 47 ‘percent; and the totat-

funds available to be approx1mately the same as the f1rst
year. :

L

Service Mix o -

Appropriations by title. Another way of analyzing pro-
grain trends is to divide CETA titles into those which essen-
tially provide employability development services (Title
IIB/C, Title I11, Title IV othey than the summer yguth pro-
grams, and Title VII) and those whose major purpose is to
provide experience arid income maintenance (PSE and sum-
mer youth employment programs). The share of dppropria-
tions for employability .development titles declined during
the first 3'years of CETA while the share of funds for public
service employment and summer yoyth employment' rose
(figure 2): By 1978, the Htter dteotnted for twe-thikds of the
total. Emphasis: on' PSE during this period refl'ected' the
credence that Congress and the Administration gave to the
efficacy of job creation’in the public sector as a counter-
cyclical strategy

1

: /

After 1978, however, the pattern was reversed: by 1980,
employability development accotinted for‘a major share, 54
percent. This was due to the introduction of youth projects
and private sector initiative programs; as well as to the cur-
tailment of PSE funds. Further relative increases of
employability development titles occurred in 1981, and by
1982, with the elimination of PSE, employablllty titles were
expected. to increase to 82 percent. -

+ - CETA appropriations

(percent) 2

FY 1975 FY 1978 FY 1980 FY 1982
. : ’ . S (est.),

Empldyablllty develop- ’ ‘ R
ment titles.......... ... 53 7 33 54 . 8'2'5

'PSE and summer Lt . I, BN
youth titles ...~ ....... s 47 67 45 -~ 18

\

—
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*Excludes $700 million deferred from FY 1981.
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BA 70 provided by ERic

SQ RCE: Based on data from U.S. Departmént of{l,abor. A

I;igure 2

. CETA Appropriations

, 1979
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Program Transformation, Fiscal 1975.1982

-

$3.2 billion*

LY

Employab'ui!y developt;\em (Titles 11BIC, NI,
<V1I, IV other than summer youth)

Public service employment (Titles 11D, Vi)

«
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" declined after that, while the combined proportion. of on-

]
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-
[}

-

Outlays by program approach Each of the CETA mTes .

may actually mcorporate mere than one service approacb

Title IIB/C,-for' example, consists mamly of classroomrand .
on-the-job training, but also‘mcludEs work experience and’

other training and employment’ act1v1t1es On the ather hand
RSE titles may include some classropm and on-the; job train-

. ing. Office of Management and Budget data recombme

outlay and enrollment data for all titles by program ap-
proach. They show a similar pattern to that shown )by ap-
propriations. Table 7 and figure 3 show that the cqmbined
total of work eXperienaa and - public service empcibyment

T

the-Job and institutional trammg declingd _over the first 3
_ years and rose afterwards.

One of the more significant changes in the mix of services

" has been the sharp Mcrease in the pr0port10n of outlays for

youth—from more than 25 percent ©f $9.6 billion of total
CETA expenditures in fiscal 1978 to more than 40.percent of
$8.9 billion in 1980. Those outlays funded pregrams that
were designed specifically for the youth population (Job
Corps, summer youth emgloyment programsmetc.) plus the

youth share of adult programs. Moré than 45 percent of the -

participants ip the adult-orjented training progra‘ms and over
one-fburth of those in PSE were under 22 years of age. The

the special youth programs in fiscal 1982, giwing prime spon-
sors the option of using more of their regdlar CETA funds
for youth. (For a discussion of the proporti‘Qn of youth serv-
.ed in CETA programs, see chapter 4. )

0
v,
(N

Trends in Title I (IIB/C) program mzx Within the Title I
“(11B/ C) portion of CETA, which is,the primary focus of this
chapter the pattern of services was also changing. In the ag-
gregate, the predominant position of work experience in the

‘early years has given way to an emphasis on training pro-"

103

. new Administration %as proposed cutting back on séme.of .
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. Table 7 | '. .

, CETA Outlays by- Program Approach, Fiscal 1975- 19813 . )
» bl :
*  'Program approach 1975 1976b . 1977 1978 1979 - 1980 1981 -
Total outlays (millions) . ........ . $3,175- $5045  $5631  $9,584  $9,425 38862 $7,641
R . , ' - . (Percent)
Total R S . ‘100 - 100 © J00 w100 100 100 100 ‘
.~ On-the-jobtraining ............ 4 "4 4 3 3 3 4 :
Institutional training ............ 20 16 - 16 13 16 21 - 24
Work experience®,. . ... ... .. .o 35 29 25 20 23 28 33.
Public service employment ...... 37 48 51 60 53 41 ©29 .
* Labor market services . T~ . ) . g
- and program direction-....... 5 4 4 4 5 7 7 9

~y,
»

SOURCE:Office of Management and Budget data.

‘NOTE: Details may notadd to totalssbecause of rounding.
a. Includes expqnditures under all CETA training and employment accounts }
b. Transnt}on Quarter (July—Septcmber 1976) not included. . N
c. Includesun school and out-of-school youth summer youth, and adult work cxpenence programs.

R
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Flgure 3 3 o
' CETA Outlays by Program Approac
. .
M ‘
»
A
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5
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©
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o .
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1)
1975 1976 1977 1978 ° 1979 . 1980 1981 (est.) . .
& Fisqa! ¥ . - .
N . e &7 i -_"’“f'e.w.,. Wy
B . \,, . ' v \._.4 -3
s [:j Labor markg/,gervlces and prograrn durectlon
i Y
. - ORMhe-job training - '
° . ||”|””|| * Instititjonal training Co
. v ‘ M\e . o . b .
: -_ Work expdience - ' ~
, ‘ .
ol % Publi rvice employment
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a A\ ; ’
grams. Between 1975 and. 1978, outlays for classroom and
on“the-job trdining, as a p(oport1on of total outlays, rose
from'43 to 62 percent (table 8). The shift in emphasis from
work experience and income support programs to substan-*
tive training activities was a gractlcal tecognition that funds -

. for PSE and. youth work’ experience were available under
other CETA titles. Consequently more of Title I (IIB/C)
funds could be concentrated on training. Since 1978, these
trerids Have continued: the combined total of classroom and
on-the-job training rose moderately to 67 percent of. T1tle .
IIB/C outlays in 1980 (although the share of on*the-_lob‘
training decreased). Increased training funds under special
governors’ grants and ellmmatlon of PSE help account for
this trend.

83

LY L

In sum, it is useful to divide the seven years of CETA into
twQ time frames; from 1975 to 1978 and from 1978 to 1981.
During the first penod with the build-up of countercycllc'al .
PSE, act1v1t1es which e§§enttally provide experience and in-

¢ome maintenance became predominant. During the second
period, due partly to the reauthorization act and partly to
national policy decisions, the trend began to change; there
has been .more emphasis on trainihg and employabillty\
development activities. Within Title 1IB/C, the CETA title -
in which local officials have most decision makmg influence,
there was a’ steady increase in resources devoted to training
and employablhty development throughout both periods.
» . >

Effect of the Reauthorzzattqn Act

\
on Program Mix

Provisions of the 1978 reauthorization act“influenced the
Title 1IB/C program mix directly and md1rectly Those
which had a direct effect were: the prohibition on use of Title -
IIB/C funds for public service employment; the limit on the
number of hours trainees could sperid in work experience;
the limit on duration of participation in all CETA programs;

e




Table 8

CETA P>me Sponsor Outlays by Actmty, CETA Title I (IIB/C), Flscal 1975.1980 o

Activity . - * 1975~ 1976« 1977 11978 1979 1980

Total outlays (millions) . 8876 . $2,035/ $1,674  S1,777°  *$1,723b $2,050b
. . — "~ (Percent) . e .
. 100 100 . 100 100 s 100
Classroom training® 35 ) 43 - 48- 53 ¢ 57 -
On-the-job trainling .. ..+.. - 10 12 14 - 13 2 710
Public service ’ i : > e g ’
employment J1 , 6 4 1
. Work experience - L 43 ) 39 \ 34 32 31
v 1 1/ 1

SOUKRCE:- -Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor (unpublished).

0o
.

NOTE: Details mgy not add to 100 percent due to rounding. v
a. Includes transition quarter, July- Septcmbcr 1976. ’
'b. Administrative expenditures, reported as a combingd figure, prorated b§ actmty

¢. Includes outlays for governors’ vocational education programs operated by prime sponsors.
* )
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and allowing use of CETA funds for upgradmg and retram~
ing of. employed workers under some crrcumstances

Title IIB programs were affected indirectly by the ¥nact- )
nient‘of the pr1vate sector initiative program (Trtle“VII), the
eligibility restrictions in Tltle [IB/C; and the requirement
. that sponsors set aside a portion of Title IID and Title VI
funds for training PSE participants.

Py

Of the various measures influencing 'the pattern of Title
IIB/C activities, the requirement.that some Title IID and Ti-
tle VI enrollees must receive training was mentioned most
frequently by the survey respondents. Funds for training -
PSE enrollees were-used in some cases to bolster classroom
training. In others, job search courses for PSE enroliees were
extended to Tjtle 110:3 enrollees as well. In two-thirds of the
cases in the BSSR sample, the share of Title IIB expendrtures
for classroom training rose after 1978.

‘. o - % - Effecteon pattein

Reauthorization act ) " of activities
requirement under Title IIB/C
.y Tee v (Rank order by frequency

of response)

Title [ID and Title VI training.............

Separate title for private sector
initiative programs. . S REERER,

Limits on houf's of work experrenee
Changes in elrgrbrhty for Trtle IIB

Prohibition.on use of Trtle 1B funds
for public servicg jobs

Other legislative changes

The establishment of prlvate mdustry prografns unde[,Tr—
tle VI, which rely heavily on on-the-Job (6JT) trammg, was
begmmng to haye ar effect on the Title IIB/C program mix '
by lafe 1980. Nationally, the proportion of Title IIB/C funds
. spent for OJT-dropped from 14 percent in 1978 to 10 percent

A ¥
¢
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. << funds agfong "CETA titles. Opinions varied by type of

86 Program Mix and Defivery

in 1980. In two-third$ of the study areas, the proportion of
Title 1IB/C funds spent for OJT programs was lower in 1980
than in 1978. Softness in the labor market was a%ﬁr, but
there are indications that Title 1IB projects were shifted to
Title VII in some cases. In others, promising OJT training
candidates were ref@tzed to Title VII openings irktead of to
Title 1IB.> - - - )

The l,OOd-hour, ber. year limit on length of "stéy in aduit

“work experience programs also affected the allocation of

Title IIB resources. Work experience projects were curtailed
in some areas because t@j_ime limit made it more dif fi'cult to
arrange for work sites. - b .

“The mix of programs and activities offérgd under Title IIB

" was influenced als6 by management decisions unrelated to

the reauthorization—cost and placement considerations,

sifting out occupations with the best prospects of employ-

ment, and regional office pressure to expand job search pro-
. grams for all enrollees.

Opinions on the Allocation ' .

-« *"of Funids Among Titles : S .

Agaipst a backdrop of declining resources, restrictions on
eligibility, wages and length of service, increased emphasis
on private sector training and youth projects, and expected
decreases in public service employment;*-survey respondents
were asked about their preferéfices in the distribution of

respondent, but’ini general there was'a preference for pro-

_ grams, which are designed to previde training and*other

Cp——— L. . .
3. Bewween fiscal 1979 and 1980 the.number of individuals in Title 1LB/C on-the-job train-
ing programs declined from 157,000 to 132,000; for the United States the nuimbér of in-

dividuals in Title V11 on-the-job training programs was 16,0004n fiscal 1980. Correspond-

“ing Title V11 participant figures arg,not available for fiscal 1979.
4. At the tme of the survey some cutbacks in PSE were considered likely, but a complete
-phaseout was not announced until several months later. *
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-

employability development serviceé rather than those which
primarily provide employment experience.

. Among manpower proféssionals, there.was a decided
preference for Title IIB and private sector initiatives. More N
. . than one-half of the CETA administrators interviewed .
believed that relativély more funds should be allotted for
titles which emphasize employability development. Orre-
third would gwe more weight to PSE. Respondents who
favored training programs perceived the lack of skills and
educatior as the main deficiency among enrollees. Public
~ service employment, it was believed, was less useful than Ti-
tle IIB for preparmg enrollees for private or pubhc sector
'openmgs N .- :
v

-

The views of planning council chairmen were generally
similar exeept that they showed more concern for youth ‘-
unempléyment and more interest ip expanding youth pro-
§. The pattesn was less clear among elected officials and
community .based organizations. They supported PSE, as
well as Title IIB/C, t6 provide supplemental jobs for the
e -.unemployed . .

- -Delivery of Services ,
‘* - -
. The framers of the original CETA legislation expected*
3 that, with local decision making and control, prime sponsors
.would organize the pattern of service ‘deliv'ery to eliminate
*  duplication ong service deliverers.’and replace the
ments with a coordinated system. Since .
CETA cted owdler, two opp051te developments

tion of an integrated system for dehvery o0f comprehensive
training services to adult partmpants ‘The other weakened

.~ the patterns of mtegratlon as new programs were added with
different institutional arrangements that were not completely

E -compatlble w1th the emstmg systems.

T ¥ 1
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Under the reauthorization act, CETA has continued to
move in both directions. The compliance provisions of the
CETA reauthorization act reinforce the trend toward a more
integrated service pattern Emphasis on tighter ad-
ministrative controls and liability makes it more likely that
sponsors will take over eligibility determination and other in-
take fun&tions to avoid the risks of enrolling ineligiblespar-
ticipants. On the other hand, the reauthorization act has
added more program categories and greater specificity in ex-
isting titles, and these tend to subdivide the entire dehvery .

- system 5 ‘

»

Title IIB Service Delivpery Systems -

Before the enactment of CETA in 1973, there was no cen-.
tral local administrative mechanism through which the many
MDTA and EOA training programs could be coordinated. A
loose arrangement did exist—the Cooperative Area Man- ”
power Planning System (CAMPS)—which provided a forum d
for the exchange of information but lacked authority to
make decisions, eliminate duplication, or provide for needed
services. In areas with skills centers or Concentrated
Employment Programs, established under MDTA or EOA
to provide a range of service options; applicants’ could be
referred to one of many’ programs or‘from one service com- -
ponent to another. In most cases, however, clients had access.
only to the programs operated by the specmc ageHCy to
which they had applied. . .

2
°

\ Followmg the enactment’ of CETA there was a gradual v
. movement towards comprehenslve dehvery systems Many

A .

—_— ’

5. There are also many employment and training programs Sutside of local CETA agency'

control. These include programs for welfare recipients (such as WIN), older workers, the

handicdpped, offenders, and other special groups. A 1979 report of the General Account-
. ing Office enumerated 44 federally assisted programs in the Tidewater area of Virginia,

only 5 of which were administered by the local CETA agency. See General Accounting Of-

fice, Federally Assisted Employment and Training: A Myriad of Programs Should be
~ Simplified, HRD79-11, May 8,71979.°

- . 111 N ;
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sponsors moved all the way‘to a comprehensive arrangement
for delivering services, others retained arrangements with in-
dependent subcontractors, and some’ organized a mixed
del1very system. . '

" The term ““delivery system” refers to the mterrelatlonsfnp
of agencies Wthh prQVlde intake and exit services for clients,
as well as substantive training or employment activities. In a

~ ‘“‘comprehensive’’ delivery system, the entry and exit services
are centralized for all clients in the community. This can be
done by designating a single agency to handle all intake and
placement for all other organizations or by coordinating the
activities of several organizations that perform these func-
tions. In a typical arrangement, applicants enter through a
single intake center (or network of coordinated centers)
where eligibility is determin'ed clients’ needs assessed, and
referrals made to appropriate employment or training pro-
grams from a full range of options. On completion of the
program, clients are assisted in finding unsubsidized employ-

..ment either by specialists at the intake centers or_ by a
de31gnated placement agency such as the employment ser-
vice. '

In‘an ‘independent” mocfel, each service deliverer is
responsible for its own intake and placement activities as
well as for a substantive program. Each agency or organiza-
tion offers to applicants only the kind of service or tralnlng

- programs it is; equlpped to provide.
-]

There are, - f course, many var1at10ns of these models A
“mixed”’ system comibines the features of both types. Intake
may be coordinated or centralized, but placement may.be
. delegated to each individual contractor; or some training or
service components may be 1nteg1’atea while others are
handled separately by independent agencies.

Opinions differ as to the advantages of the various models
and the appropriaténess of a particulatr system 'in a-local
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situation. Several advantages for prrme $pOnsors and plierts
have been attrrbuted to the cor‘np‘sehenswe model:

® The sponsor has more control over the selection pro-
" cess.’ . % . .
Duplication of services is. mrnmnzed
Economies of scale permit the hrrmg of specrahzed er\
sonnel.
Clients are exposed to a wrder range of progra
tions. . -
Competmon among contractors for applrcants and job
openings is reduced.

#Under an independent system, on the otheF hand, a¢coun-

. . tability for all the.components of the delivery system can be
# assigned more readily. Moreover, there is less danger of los-
ing clients as they are shuttled among the intake, program,

_ and placement operations. In sparsely populated argas that

" lack training faciljties, are distant from urban ¢enters, and

are without adequate public transportation, an ind pendent
system may be the only practrcal way of provrdrn serviges.

Comprehensive system. One-third of ‘the 24 lpcal prime
sponsors (cities, countres, and consortia) in the study group -
had basically comprehensive Title IIB/C systems, although
there were variations in the extent of coordination. The
-Topeka-Shawnee Consortium, Kansas, is an example of this *

“model. - ° g .

°

The dehvery““*system in Topeka-Shawnee evolved 1nto a
comprehensive system after going through several stages.
The sponsor phased out allf§ubcontractors and operated all
programs directly including an intake center co-located with
a state employment service office. It had its own training
facility, but also arranged for classroom trarnlng by refernng
.participants to private or public mstltutlons 6 )

6. For an carlier and more ‘complete description, see Charles E. Krider, “Topeka-Shawnee®
County Consortium, Kansas,”’ in Employment and Training Programs: The Local View,
ed. erram Mirengoff ,(Washmgton National Academy of Scienjces, l978), pp. 93-98.

[4
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are classified as comprehensive include three cities, three
counties, and one consortium. Generally intake was unified)
but thére were variations in the extent to which subcontrac-
tors were used and in arrangements for counseling, place—
,ment, and other services.

Mixed system. The largest group:—over one-half of the

study areas—had mixed systems. In Gary, for example, the -

city opel’ated manpower centers which provide intake ser-

vices, but subcontractors shared placement and counseling’

services. The Capital Area Consortium in Texas is split be-
tweén urban and rural components: In the urban sector, the
prime sponsor handled intake, assessment, and referral for
services; counseling was done by service dellverers, and
glacement was handled- by either a c0mmun1ty based
organization or the prime sponsor. In the rural sector a com-

_mumty based organization handled all CETA s,ervrces.

Independent sjlstem. ‘Three sample areas, including the
two largest cities (New York and Philadelphia), operated

“basically indépendent systems. The Lansing Consortium

coptracted for all services,” using a cornpetrtrve
performance based rating system to select and evaluate con-
tractors.” Each service deliverer handled the client from in-
take through tra1n1ng to placement.

In balance-of-states the - pattern vary, but two major
designs are discernible. In one, thege is a common institution
through which services are dehvered In the other arrange-
ment, local Jurrsdrctrons or councils of governments (COGs)
arrange for services through numerous different organiza-
tions. Arizona illustrates ;a design in which-one institution,
the em'ployrnent service, provides intake for all CETA and

-

7. For an earlier and more complete descnpnon, see Stev,e\n M. Drre‘ctor. **Lansing Tn-
County Regional Consortium, Mlchrgan in Employment and Trar(zing Programs. The
Local View, pp. 130- 34..,
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state welfare programs In the other desrgn illustrated by

Maine, a community action agency is usually designated as

the delivery agent for Title IIB programs while county

- governmients operate PSE programs. COG staff provide in-
take and assessment services in ‘a typical Texas region.

The variety of local operations in a balance-of-stafe is best
illustrated by North Carolina. Delivery systems and in-
frastructures vary from one region of the state to another.
Each has its- own arrangements with employment service,
community college, or community based organizations.
Depending on regional preferences, programs may be
. operated by any or all of these organizations mdependently,
or one may be designated to contract for all services. The
rural areas are generally not conducive to coordma‘fed
. delwery systemis.

" Effects of Reauthorization Act
on Delivery Systems

The reauthorization act influenced the Title {-IB‘employ:/‘*
ment andstraining delivery systems in two ways: in the choice
of institutions used by prime sponsors to deliver services,
and in the manner in which the services were delivered.

< Title 1IB delivery systems. Of 24 local prime sponsors, six
have made significant changes in their delivery systems since
1978 attributable to both the influence of the reauthorization-
act and management considerations. The new eligibility
determination process, the financial liability of the prime
sponsor, and the new assessment procedure (employability
development plans) made prime sponsor control of intake
more vital. The experience of several of the prime’ SpONSOrs
illustrates the different ways in which they have modified
their delivery systems. | g

[y

The shift in Kansas City, Kansas towards a- greater
assumption of activities by the prime sponsor staff was at-
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. tributed d1rect1y to the e11g1b111ty and liability provisions of -

thé 1978 amendments. The CETA administrator established

«. acentral intake system. to provide sérvices formerly supplied

,by subcontractors.” The CETA staff assumed responsibility

*. for §llg1b111ty deétermination, counseling, preparation of

empioyablllty development plans, referral to programs,

monitoring.of participants’ progress, as well as job develop:
ment and placemqnt And an employment service specialist .

was stationed-at the central intake office to coordinate job

development gnd placement. ‘

’ <

.

The interplay of the reauthorization act provisions and
;management decisions affected the delivery system in
'Stamslaus County. Before reauthorization, each of several
service deliverers took care of its own recruitment and in-

. take. After 1978, the CETA administrator set up a central in-

- take office to give him more contrdl over elrgxblllty deter-
mination and client. assessment activities. Applicants enroll-
ed at the manpower center are afforded a full range of train- .
ing and employment options, provided, of course, there are o
available openings. Counseling is still delegated to individual
service deliverers responsible also for placing’ enrollees in
permanent positions. In addition, the central intake office
has job developers to back up contractors in finding jobs for
participants who complete their CETA programs. The
change in Stanislaus County, designed to improve the effec-

‘ tiveness of service, was planned before the reauthorization,

4 but was given added impetus by thé& new legislation.

»

" The effect of the reauthorization act, especially the provi-" -
sions dealing with cliént assessment and liability, is .also -
evidenced in areas that did not reshuffle their basic delivery
structures. Phpenix strengthened assessment functions by

. adding: two new intake centers. Chester County, Penn-
sylvania and Orange County and the San Joaquin Consor-
tium in California reported more intensive counseling and
assessment. Pasco County, Florida strengthened its counsel-

. 4

~ e
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/ ing 0perat10n by mov1ng the employment service, counselors
into its own manpower office. The Capital Consortrum
Texas reo;ganlzed its intake activities along defensive lines.,
= It retained direct control over functions Speeifrcally man-
. dated by the act, i.e., eligibility determlnatlon, tracking the
length of stay of enrollees and preparation of employability
I X .development plans. And it shiftéd.to subcontractors, other
services such as counseling, ]obydevelopment and place- -
ment. - )

o + The desirability of centralizing mtake and place .
depends$ upon a number of local factors 1nclud1ng the @
the area, accessibility of intake centers, and manageria '

petence, as well as consrderatrons related to the reauthoriza-
tion act. In at least one, instance, local factors (inadequate.

' performance) led to a reversal of a centralized intake

arrangement. In 1979, Philadelphia attempted to standatdize ,

its intake process and improve client assessment by con-* .

solidating most intake centers undéer the management of a '

single subcontractor. The following year however—partly"

- to carry oyt the Employability Development Plan (EDP) re-

. quirements of the 19% amendments—it replaced the cen-

\ tralized design. with 10 centers operated by several sub-

contractors The sponsor-in 1981 was considering a new ar-

*  rangement with an ‘‘umbrella’ agency to superv1se and
coordinate intake at these centers : )

!/

CETA admlmstrators also took over client intake ser1ces

in Cleveland and in Ramsey County, Minrzsota. New Yark

. had planned to improve “intaken services prior to the

‘ ..“\ reauthorization act and recently established a coordinated

~ . network of training, appraisal, and placement (TAP)

centers, operated by community based organizations. Tyven-
ty percent of cliénts were processed through the TAP centers ™,

in late 1980; the remainder were recru1ted through 1nd1v1dua1

- program sponsors. ) .

Q +« v : 117) o .‘ - o .’
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An exammatlon of the+basic dehvery‘;;s*ystems in the stu3§ s
sampie’s four balance-of-state prime Spo‘ﬁsor areas sho .
no major changes, although counselmg activity ‘had begny. . ..

-~

stimulated by new EDP requirements.. .o %

DeIivery systems for all titles. As pri_me sﬁonsors ‘became
more sophisticated in the management of their programs,:
there was a noticeable trend, qu1ckened by the reauthotiza-

" tien act, toward more mtegratlon ‘of Title 1IB delivery
. systems. But there was also a dlscermbje tendency away from

integration in the overall deliyery system for all titles because
the reauthorization provisions, along with previous amend-
ments, had made the total CETA operation more complex.
In particular, the addition of public service employment and
youth programs—each with its own ‘‘categorical” set of
eligibility rules and design elements—has acted to make the

Most gponsors in  the study sample use some or all of the
same organizations to provide program services to both
youth and adulis; ~but with separate contracts-and _often
under the purv1ew of' differént staff members. Even within

~ the youth pregrams, varying rules and features for ‘¢ach sub:

component<all for speC1ahzat10n on the pait of CETA staff.
The 3 abhshment of a new title for private sector initiatives,
with prlvate industry councils (PICs) as its own separate
Planning body anc[ in some cases, its own service apparatus,
may create additional strains in the overall system. ‘

Effeét of Reauthorization Act
on Selection of Service Deliverers
he reauthorization has had an effect on the choice of ser-

vige deliverers as well as on'delivery systems. For about a
year after CETA began, prime sponsors, lacking experience
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and under severe time pressures, were mclmed to retain the  _

setyice deliverers that had been operatmg programs under
MDTA and EOA. In the second’ and succeeding years,

e a-
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however, as sponsors gained expeTience and confrdence, the
pattern began to change: New véndors were used, respon-:
sibilities of existing sgrvice deliverers were changed and, ina
significant proportron of cases, the prime sponsors
themselves: took over some of the activities formerly per-
formed by subcontractors.

While the new eligibility determination, monitering, and
liability rules encouraged more prime sponsors to take over
CETA"ntake funétions, most CETA operations are still con-
ducted by subcontractors. The 1978 amendments are more
direct than the previous legislation in prescribing how pro-
gram deliverers are to be selected. The original act required
" assurances that (1) consideration be - glven to* service
deliverérs of ~proven capability, (2): ypropriate  gi-
rangements be. made witlY community b s organizations
(CBOs) serving the poverty community, and (3) to the extent
deemed: appropriate, facilities of existing employment ser-_
. vite, educatron, and rehabiltation agencres be utiliz he
new language is more specific: it requires sponsors to
describe the methods used to involve CBOs, aeducétro‘ al
agencies, and others, and the ‘criteria used for selectrn ser-
- vice deliverers of demonstrated effectiveness.

. There were five factors 1nfluencrng the extent o{. gentrac-
ting between 1978 and 1980: (1) widespread declines in the
number of agencies-employing Title VI participants as funds
shrank; (2) increased contracts with training agencies due to
_the requirement to train Title [ID part1c1pants, (3) increased
use of nonprofit agencies as PSE employers because of their
ability to accommodate to lower wages; (4) a rise in the
number of Title VII contracts for new private sector pro-
. jects; and (5) an increase in Title IV youth contracts. The
. number of Title IIB/C contractors remained about the same
in most of the survey areas. "The choice of.service vendors
was heavily influenced by Hability concerns. Sponsors were
careful to seléct contractors. with sound fiscal systems.

. -
Q
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CET. A/Emifloyment Service Relations -

*  The'relationship between:he: CETA and the employment |
service systems continues to be a special conce¥n. Prior to the
enactment of CETA, ‘the employment service had been the
-lmchpm in the manpower program’ system. Under CETA,
this role has been assigned to ptime sponsors. Sifice then,
relationships between employment service offices and the
prime sp_onsqus have been uneven. ,

.Soon aftér the ¢Ractment of CETA, some prime sponsors °

- began to reassign functjoris previously provided by employ-
ment service offices. As CETA admmxstrators gained ex-
petience, many took over entry and éXit functions—assess-
mient, referral to trairing, counseling, job development, and
placement. Others transferred those tasks to community
based organizations or other contractors. In most cases, the
employment service continued to provide labor market in-

-, = formation for planning, and on a.more limited scale, han-
dled intake and placement activities. While the functions
assigned to the employment service varied from areato area

~and among segments of large areas, generally its role on the
employment and training scene dwindled.

S The decline in the early years was partly offset by respon-
sibilities related to the expanding public service employment
program—advance listing of PSE openings' for veterans,
referral ‘of applicants for PSE slots, and job development
and-placement services for trainees. In the rapid public ser-
vice employment build-up of 1977-78, the Departmént of
Lzzior urged prime sponsors to use employment service agen-

*to establish pools of eligible applicants. As an induce-
ment, sponsors were absolved from liability for ineligible
) participants if employment service offices had determined
? ..+ eligibility. The “carrot” for the employment service was the ‘
. placement credit they received for persons hired in PSE jobs. B
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The post-reauthorization ‘pericd$aw a notable drop in
employment service involvement in CETA activities due to
declining enrollments and the act’s stricter liability provi-
sions that removed the prime sponsor exemption for ineligi-
ble participants. Sponsors in 10 of the 28 study areas-either
discontinued or reduced reliance on the employment service
for eligibility determination. To a lesser degree declines o¢-
curred in advance listing of PSE openings for veterans’
recruitment, assessment, testing and counseling, and job’
developmernt and placement.

There were.two activities in which the participation of
local employment service offices increased: preparation of
employability development plans and payment of allowances
to enrollees. Perhaps the most dramatic example of the in- ’
creased role of the employment service occurred in the North
Carolina balance-of-state program where 19 counties
withdrew from the Title JID program and responsibility for
these programs was delegated t0 the employment service
(Chart 3).

o Chart 3 .
Changes in Activities Performed by the Employment Service
Fiscal 19781980

Increased use

Little change

Decline

Preparation of
employability
development plans

Payment of

allowances
»

Labor market
information

Recruitment,

Referral of
applicants to
training or PSE

Assessment, testing,
w. counseling

Selection of CETA
participants

Job devclopm_t_:nt

Placement

Advance listing of ,
PSEMpenings
for veterans

Applicant screening,

interviewing and
eligibility deter-
mination

= . .
L'Eligitzility verification
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Desprte some setbacks, the employment service has had a

significant, although declining piece of the action. The
653,000°employment service réferrals to CETA programs in _
fiscal 1980 were 45 percent fewer than the 1978 flgure due ‘
largely to declining enrollments. Neverthel_,ss the/
represented about one-fourth of the 2.6 ¥nillion new 1980
CETA entrants (including some duplication among titles).

" Moreover, the 547,000 placed by employment service offices
in CETA on-the-Job training, work experience, and pyblic .
service employment programs represented 13 pergent of all,
employment service placéments compared with 25 percent in

1978 (table 9 and figues 4 and 5). _ . - LT 1
. ’- - <
. The tiés between ES and CETA are not limited to referral |

of ehrolHees. Job service representatives serve on planmng L

council§ and Pprovide labor market information. In two-
thirds or more of the study areas, the job service lrsts PSE
openings fof véterans and helps recruit and place CETA
enrollees., In ngarly one-half of the areaSthey provide assess- |, .
ment servrces Through the WIN program, the employment
service hellps to enrol] welfare recipierits, Since: early 1979,
"ES staff have worked with CETA: prime nsors mrm~
plementlng the Targeted J obs Tax Credit prggg}m/ I

Despite a decline in actrvrtles, in most of the ‘areas studled SN
- CETA.funds contracted with employment se;;vrce ageéncies ;,
remained virtually unchanged between 1978, and 1980:° ln“ . Cos
some ihstances, this was aftributed fo shiffs in reépong
_sibilities-among titles. In one area for example, where to% .
fundmg remained about the sar same, the responsrbllrtles of thé
employment serwce m'creased in Title IID programs and Lo

8. Scc Randall B Rrpley ct al., The Implemenranon of the Targeted Jobs Tax Credu,

prcparcd for the Office of Program Bvaluatron, Employmcnt and Training Administra- )
. tron, by the Mcrshon Center of The.Ohio Statc Umvcrsrty. Report 3, May 1981. ‘ = .

9. In fiscal year 1979 state cmploymcnt ‘service - agencies received $193 million through con-

tracyyal agreements wrth prime sponsors—approxrmately 16 percent of all funds available

to the cmploymcnt scggﬁcge See' U.S. Department of Labor, “‘Report to Congress on
.Wag 1-Reyser,”” Washington, Jung 9’80 p 36. (unpublrshcd}\ '

i:ff' R N : v . -y
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Table 9 )
- Eml)loyment Service Placements in' CETA Programs, Fiscal 1976~1980 :
- ‘ : (nnmbers in thousands) - : »
. > N Is .
PR 3 . _ES placelﬁents in CETA pmgnmsa ” Enrolled in 3
. Total - } : * CETA ® -
- . m@iﬁdnals o . _Public institutional .
Fiscal placed - C ) service Work. . praining 3
year ™ by ES Total - Onsthe-job - employment . experiencé programs? . g
— - - =
L e - J . v (Number of individuals) . B aid
19765 3,367 388-- 38 201 149 8 , - & =
~ 1977, ... 4,138 722 . 54 334> 384 ° 7 g T
R | 71 T 4,623 " 1,108 63 579 466 89 5‘ B
1979.. 3. nen . 4,537 . 849 48 . © 393 408 92 8 .
1980........... - +°4,088 - 547 25 .. 169 353 - 106 <o
- ," ‘\ . .(Percent of total placed) > - |
1976........... »1 10 ., | 1 , 1 . 6 - -4 .- &
19770, o B [ ;s . .1 8 9 .- . -
S T © 100 . 1 13 .10 S o
1979 100 20 1. 9 9 . -/( - L
1980.......... S () 13 : 1, 4 9 - : < e -
# . SOURCE: Employment and Training Admmlstratxon, uU.s. Dopanment of Labor (unpubhshcd data). ; £
NOTE: Details may not add to totals due to roundmg - . ,';i
a. May include some mulUple placements of individuals. . ) m& ="
. . ES applicants enrolled in.institutional training programs are nof counted as placemefits. ;
‘. c. Excludes the transition quarter, July-September 1976. - ° o " ¢ . ;"
T - . e -
9 " -
FIREPR .. 123 . L
. - . . : : - . L AR
. =y e : : R PN




5

Program Mix and Delivery

101

.
i

Figure 4

Persans Placed in CETA Programs Through the Employment Service*
as Percent of Al Employment Service Placements
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Figure 5 . -~
Persons Enrolled in CETA Programs Through the Employmbnt Service*
‘as a Percent of New CETA Enrollments
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declined in Title VI. Funding of ES activities actually in- - |
creased in about one-fourth of the areas. In two cases, the in-

. <reased funds covered preparation of EDPs. In other cases,
the participation of the employment service in ‘welfare
demonstration projects resulted in funding increases.

.~ Most of the survey respondents characterized relationships

between prime sponsors and the employment service as good

to fair and agreed that relationships had either improved or

remained the same compared with a year earlier. Improved

relationships were attributed to personnel changes or greater

enthusiasm for the program on the part of employment ser-
=, vice representatives.

-

In several areas where the prime sponsors reported that
relationships had deteriorated, they attributed the change to
dissatisfaction with eligibity determinations performed by
the employment service or to the prime sponsor’s interest_in
controlling this activity more directly because of the poten-
tial risks of improper enrollments. In some instances,
employment service placement efforts were considered to be .
ineffective. A difference in basic or1entatlon was cited by

. respondents: the employment service was considered to be , '
less attuned to client needs than CETA agencres °

Coordmatzorr of ES and CETA. Within the 28 BSSR sam-
ple areas, relations between employment service agencies and
prime sponsors ranged from minimal contagt to almost com-
plete dependence on elployment service offices. Most spon-
sors fell somewhere in between ¥ith specified services pro-
vided by the employment services with or without reimburse-
ment. I -

The ability of employment service officés to prov1de ser-
vices is crrcumscrrbed by.a funding formula that rewards
. employment service Offices for -placement of jobless workers
in CETA on-the-Job training, pubhc service employment, or .
« work experre;r%ie activities, but not for other activitiessuchas = - *




. tober 1979 (unpubllshed)

>

-

.

Program Mix and Delivery 103
intake ‘counseling or preparing employability development
plans. Consequently, the employment service office may not
be able to provide those services unless the prime sponsor
can reimburse it for the staff time required. Several prime
sponsors in the study sample recommended that considera-
tion be given“fo wroviding incentives in the Wagner-Peyser

. funding formulas f§r activities other than placements.*

Some areas have improved coordination and the utiliza-
tion of specialized staff by eo-locating employment service
and\CETA offices, outstationing prime sponsor staff in ES
offices, or arranging for ES personnel to be assigned to -
CETA intake centers. However, these solutions are not
without problems. The personnel involved gomplain of dual
lines of communication. And where ES staff are assigned to
CETA offices they may not have access to complete. and

timely information on job openings.

Underlying problems. The accommodatiof® of CETA and
employment ‘service agencies mask underlying tensions with
roots in the origins of human resource development pro-
grams in the 19605. The basic issue is the coexistence of two

national manpower systems with the competmon and
duplication that result. CETA must concentrate on expand-
ing employment Opportunities for the segments of the labor
force who are least qualified or disadvantaged in -other
respeets. Although the employment service since the

- mid-1960s has assisted in placing the hard-to-employ, it must

also perform its basic labor exchange function—matching
job orders and qualified applicants.'' Institutional fac-

’ .
. R

—_ R
10. The DOL resour¢e allocation formula was changed in fiscal 1980 and 1981 and _
suspended in 1982. In fiscal 1980, each’state employment service agency received 98 percent

_of its fiscal 1979 grant. Only 2 percent was awarded on the basis of performance measured

by placements.
11. Art Besse, ““CETA Prime Sponsors vs. thc Employment Service: Why the Conﬂlct
Department of Industry, Labor, and Human Relations, Balance-of-State, Wxsconsln, Oc-
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tors—differences in planning‘cycle's service areas, locdtion
of offices, and funding mechamsms-—also impede coordina-
tion.'? * .o . ..

.DOL regulations implementing the 1978 CETA amefid-
ments require for the first time, a written agreement be-
tween eaclr prime sponsor and the state employment security
agency (SESA). The items to be included are: coordination
in contacts with employers, allowance payments systems,

“certifications and referrals under the Targeted Jobs Tax

Credit program, listing of PSE openings for unemployment
insurance recipients and other applicants, cooperation in ser-
vices to veterans and welfare recipients, and other local ar-
rangements The requirement for a formal agreement, with
or without reimbursement, was expected to encourage close
coordination. However, the question remains as to whether
- it is possible to mandate cooperation ‘‘because the require-
ment to have an agreement may not, in itself, lead to more

‘efficient, better quality service to the unemployed.’’!?

.

Summary

. L4
The early years of CETA were marked by two major
trends in the mix of programs: one was a trend toward more
categorlzatlon as specialized programs were enacted to meet
special neéds. The other was a proportionate increase in ac-

tivities which essentially provide work experience and in- .

come mamtenance

Since fiscal year 1978, categorization has continued with
the addition of youth and private sector programs. However,
the pattern of service has shifted toward programs that con-
tribute to employability' development. The relative share of
Tunds for adult and youth trammg programs has increased,

12. “Reporito Congress on'Wagner-Peyser,”’ p. 5. . -
13. Ibid., p. 6. '
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while the share of appropriations for public seryice employ-
ment and summer youth programs has decliried. Within Tifle
IIB/C, the basic training component of CETA, the propor- . ‘
tion of outlays for classroom training has gone up at the ex-
pense of work experience programs. The proportion for on-
- the-job training declined, with some indications of shifts of .
OJT to Title VII, the new prlvate sector initiative program.

The reduction in public service employment was an ob--
vious factor in the decline of work experience programs. But | -
provisions of the 1978 amendments of CETA—the require-
merit that PSE enrollees must receive training, the establish-,
ment of Pprivate industry programs, and limitation oh hours
of work in work experience projécts—also had some effect.
CETA professionals interviewed favored employability
development activities over public 'service employment.
Elected officials, however, were equally supportive of both '
programs. -

«

The CETA reauthorization act has affected the patterns
for delivery of services to CETA participants. On the one
hand, the act has tended to fragment service delivery by add-
ing arrangeménts for youth programs and private sector in- *~
itjatives under separate titles. But on the other hand, stricter
liability-provisions for ineligible participants (both for Title
. IIB and for PSE) and greater emphasis on assessment ac- g
tivities have tended to integrate the comprehensive services N~
for adult Title IIB clients. Several of the sponsors surveyed
* have set up their own intake centers or arranged to centralize
intake through contractors. Others have strengthened assess- .
ment and eounseling services.

The reauthorization act has also affected the choice of
deliverers. This is most clearly seen in relationships with
employment service agencies. Because of the act’s liability

. provisions, there is less rellance on employment service agen-
cies for e11g1b111ty determmatlon and ver1f1cat10n Other fac-

\)‘ . " ! . . 1 2'8 0 .‘.
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, < .
tors, such as the decline in PSE enrollmen@ are also af-. -
fecting the role of employment service agencies.in assess-
ment, referral, and Job development and placement. _ ro .
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3’, The 1978 CETA amendments succeeded in their major ob- % - e

jective of restricting public service employment’ (PSE) more
; narrowly to persons at a disadvantage in the job market.
. After 1978, appreciably larger proportions of PSI? enrollees
. were women, youth, pogrly educated persons, and members -
? . of minority groups. Over 90 percent- were economically 8

disadvantaged.! )

¥

The:types of persors to be served in PSE programs, given
limited resources, has been ‘a central issue since the enact-
ment of CETA in 1973. Decisions on whom to enroll in PSE
should be related to program purposes. A countercyclical
program might authorize the enroliment of any unemployed

“person. . If progrgm .objectives also include assistance to v
, financially distressed families, enrollment could be limited to -
--_ the unemployed in families with low incomes. A program

‘ that is expected to improve the employment prospects of the
structurally unemployed—those whose educational or other
limitations make it hard for them to find-jobs in good times

\

QIS ¥ Lo v A e ara 2 e pow

. — — . * 3
1. Data in this chapter are based, in part, on the Special and regular tabulations of the Con-
tinuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey (Rockville, MD: Westat, Inc.), a national strvey
of a sample of new enrollees in 147 prime sponsor areas. The survey, supported by the, Of-
* fice of Program Evaluation of the Employment and Training Administration, was designed i« <
and administered by Westat, Inc. Data are co]lected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. _
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well\as bad—should seek foenroll persons wuix employ— .

menf‘néedrments and exclude expeneneettworkers who can,
expect to be reemployed when busmess condmons rmprove. . '_;_' .

If, however, providing essential publlc seryrces isa ma]or ob— K
Jectlve a PSE program would be expecfed 1o enrbll persons .
. with skills adequate to the tasks proposed

“‘Effectiveness’’ or what works best i is another consxdera—
tion, in degiding on p,rogram clients. If 1mprovmg the. .
‘employablhty of the sgructurally unemployed isa ’éentral o5~
jective, the effectiveness criterion asks: which groups w;ll_q
" benefit most from PSE—persons lookmg for their first _]ObS,
the long terny unemployed the poorly educatecf oI persons:,
with at least a high schogl educatlon’7 An effectrveness
criterion for selectmg enrollees for CETA trammg programs .
suggested by one writer is.the enrollment of - ‘persons who
would show the greatest increase in edrnings for each dollar .
of program expenditures.? . ..

The multiple and-changing purposes and priorities of PSE
programs since CETA was enacted have made it difficult to
develop a clear basis for decisions on the types of pers‘ons to
enroll.? . @ ..

The purpose of the mmal PSE program (Tltle II, now IID)
was to serve the structurally unemployed in areas of substan-
tial ynemployment.* Its authorizing language required prime
sponsors to ptovide assurances that ‘‘special consideration in
filling transitional public service jobs will “be .given to

. . " N ' ] 4

2. See Michael Borus, “Assessmg the Impact of Trammg Programs”’ in Employmg the
Unemployed ed. Eli Ginzberg (New York: Basic Books, 1980), p. 29.

3. Fora dompre§ensive discussion of CETA ellgrblhty issues see William Barnes, “Target
Groups” in CE7A: An Analysis of the Issues (Washington: National Commission for ~
Manpower Policy, 1978).

4, The CETA Title Il PSE program for areas of substantial™ unemployment was changed
under the 1978 reauthorization act to Title IID and the. parucxpants limited to the low-
income, long term unemploxed The wuntercycltcal PSE program remained in Title VI (see
chart 1).

A
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T unemployed persons who are most severely dlsadvantaged BTSN

. terms of the length of time they. have been.unemployed and

" their prospects of findifigremployment’ w1th0ut assistance.’’*
However, the reahty of the operative reglslatlve provisions
)hd not match the rhetoric. The specific eligibility criteria,-
w}nch, if violated, could tesult in financial penalties for
prlme sponsors, merely limited enrollment in Title II to per-
" sons who had been unemployed 30 days or more or were

- underemployed.® =

In response to the onset of the Pecession in 1974, Congress
added a countercyclical public service employment pro-
gram—Title VI—to CETA. Eligibility for this title was
similar to the original Title Il PSE except that, in areas with
an unemployment rate of 7 percent of more, persons could
be enrolled if they had been unempioyed as few as 15 days.
“Preferred consideration’” in the new PSE title was to be
given to the long term unemmpyed with prev1ous employ-
ment experience.’

_ The congressional intent was to design a double-barrelled
program: Title II for the structurally unemployed in areas-of
“‘substantial’’ unemployment; and Title VI for the cyclically
9i1employed—persons out of work due to fluctuations of the
eConomy. This dlstmctlon however, was rot reflected in ‘the
eligibility requirements, and program operators had little
reason to differentiate between the structural and counter-
cyclical objectives of the two PSE progrhms when selecting
- the clients to be served .

5. Pub. L. 93-203, 931d Congress, December 28, 1973, Sec. 205(c) (7).

6. The Department of Labor regulations defined the unémployed and the underemployed
as including part-time or full-time workers whose earnings in relation to, family size were
below the poverty level, persons from families receiving Aid for Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) or Supplcmental Security Income{SSI), and persons working part time

-~ and scckmg full-time work, as well as those unemployed for 30 days
7. Le.,'persons who had exhausted unemployment insurance benefits, or were ineligible for
such benefits (&cept for those lacking work experience), and those who had been
- unemployed for 15 or more weeks (Pub. L, 93-203, Sec. 602(d)). -
R -

@




“~

14
. .
v / - .

110 ~Participants

The socioeconomi® characteristics of persons enrolled in
PSE during the first two years of*CETA indicate that the
... seriously disadvantaged were not sufficiently represented.

Groups which typically experience above average unemploy-
ment, such as the poorly educated, women, youth, and older
C . workers, were not enrolled in PSE in ‘proporgon to their
. " share of the unemployed population. The only disadvantag-
_sed- group served in greater proportion in PSE were blacks

and other nonwhites.

The participation® of disadvantaged persons in PSE pro-
grams was also much smaller than their proportion in the Ti-
tle I (now Title IIB) CETA training program for adults. In
“effect, a twg tier system had evolved. The most disadvantag-
ed were enrolled in the CETA training programs which, ex-’
cept for the small OJT program, paid relatively low training

" allgwaneces. The less disadvantaged obtained higher earnings

by}enrolling in PSE (table\k/
Table 1

Characteristics of Enrollees in Public Service Employment
and Adult Training Programs, and of the Unemployed
and Long Term Unemployed, 1976

” . ' Enrollees in
Title I

. adult All . Long term
Characteristic PSE-" traiping  unemployed unemployed®

v (Percent of total) -
Female ............ 33 47 46 ' 40

—

-Black and other . - :
nonwhite........ . 23 36 20 20
Less than high ’
school education .. 25 37 42b ' 39b
Age: , . "
16t021 .......... 2 3 34b - 34b
45andover....... 12 28 18 28

SOl,JRCE: Data on unemployed and lon& term unemployed from Bureau of Labor
Statistics, Employment and Earnings, January 1977. PSE enrollee data from U.S. Depart-
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ment of Labor, Employment and Training Admgnistrati;r{‘,'"special tabulations of the Con-
tinuous Longitudinal Manpower Suryéy, Westat, Inc. The latter data are on the October -
1975 through September 1976 fiscal year basis.
a. Unemployed 15 weeks or more.

b. Includes youth still in school who may be seel‘.in’g part-time or\full-time jobs.

14
v

Conggessional concern with the types of persons enrolled
in PSE was reflected in legislative changes in 1976 and 1978.
- This chapter examines the influence of the changes and other
( factors on the socioeconomic profile of PSE enrollees,

s -especially after the CETA amendments of 1978. o

- Legislative Efforts to Target PSE

The 1976 Amendments; Emgrgehcy
Jobs Programs Extension Act

In1 -91% Congress took its first serious steps to deal with
two intractable problems of PSE: ‘‘creaming,’’ the enroll-
ment of persons able to compete in theregular job market;
. and “‘sybstitution,” the use of PSE enrollees in jobs that
b = .would have been supported by local funds in théabsence of

PSE. The Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act attempt-
‘ed to restrain substitution by requiring that all of the Title VI
funds in excess of the amount needed to sustain the then cur-
. rent. PSE enrollments were to be used for special projects

that were limited to 12-months’ duration and involved ac- -
tivities that would not &therwise be performed. To ensure
greater participation of the disadvantaged in PSE progr’ams,
the 1976 amendments required that all expansion of Title VI
e enrollment, plus one-half of the vacancies occurring in the
« remainder of Title VI,. were to be filled by the low-income,

.. longterm unemplo‘yed.‘bThus, for the first time, an income
L™ o
rl- - .

8. Eligibility for these programs was limited to those who had been unemployed for 15
weeks and whose family income was not above the OMB poverty level or 70 percent of the
BLS lower'living standard. Persons in families receiving AFDC were eligible without regard
to their unemployment status. . )

T
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criterion, usually associated with programs for~the struc-
turally unemployed, was added to the countercyclical Title
VI PSE program and the distinction between the ‘““‘counter-
cyclical”” Title VI PSE and the ““counterstructural’’ Title II
became even less clear. <o

[ 8

The eligibility provisions assumed particular significance
with the énactment of the Carter economic stimulus program
that expanded Title VI enrollments from 245,000 in-May
1977 to 613,000 in March 1978. Since about 70 percent of the
participants in March 1978 were subject to the new eligibility
criteria,” there were sharp increases between. 1976 and 1978
in the percent of new enrollees who were from families with
low incomes_and who had been unemployed 15 weeks or
more (table 11). e '

The Reauthorization Act of 1978

PSE came :under close scrutiny during’ the CETA
reauthorization deliberdtions in 1978. Persons most in need"
were still perceived to be underrepresented, and Congress

~ used the occasion of the reauthorization to press its targeting
objectives. It relied most heavily on-two legislative strategies;
tighter enrollment requiremeénts, and reductions in permissi-. °
ble wages. More rigorous methods for determining eligibility .
and mom’tprin'g to assure compliance with the legislation
were also mandated. L e a i

* Eligibility: Titke II/1ID PS% Prior to the, reauthoriza~

tion, participation in Title Il was permitted regardless of*

family income, .if the applicart had been unemployed- , )

. for 30 days. The'1978 amendments limited enrollment in
. the newTitle IID to: (a) persens from'a family receiving
public assistance, or (bypersons froni.families with in-

. come not above-the poverty level, or not above 70 per-

9. William Mirengoff, Lester Rindler, Harry Greenspan, Scott Seablom, CETA: Assess-

ment of Public Service Employment Programs (Washinggon: National Acadgmy of
- Sciences, 1980)', p:' 108. STt e , ;

. o
e An\ﬂ _i—.
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cent of the BLS lower living standard,'® provided that
the applicant haggbeen unemployed at least 15 weeks.'!

° Ti{(e I;f‘PSE.‘ As noted previously, there were two sets
of "eligibility criteria for Title VI prior to the
reauthorization. After the reauthorization, eligibility

for all Fitle VI enrollees was limited to persons who had -

been unemployed for 10 of the previous 12 weeks, and
whose family income did not exceed 100 percent of the
BLS lower living standard i mcgme level, or whose family
was receiving publicassistance. * Thus, the new éligibili-
ty requirements were marginally less restrictive for
about half of the new enrollees in Title VI, but ap-
preciably more restrictive for the pther half.

° Elzgtbzlzty determination and Izabzlzty To ensure that
the new ellglblllty requlrements werevslmplemented

stringently, the 1978 damendments prescribed a_ rigorous -

\ehglblllty determination and verification process and
made prime sponsors financially liable for ineligible
participants. :

® Wages. To deter applicants with marketable skills from

- competing for PSE jobs and to encourage PSE enrollees
to seek unsubsidized employment, the national average
wage for PSE jobs was reduced from $7,800 to $7,200.
Supplementation of CETA wages with local funds was

not permitted for Titlg JID jobs and was limited for Ti-

tle VI positions. (The effects of the wage changes are

discussed more fully in chapfer 6.) ‘ .
)

10. Inthe fall of 1978 the urban poverty level for a family of four was $6,200; 70 percent of
the BLS lower living standard was $7,337. These levels had changed to $7,450 and $8,810
respectively by the fall of,1980.

11. DOL regulations loosened the 15 continuous weéks of unemployment requirement to
pcrmlt enrollment of persons who had bccn uncmplycd for 15 of the 20 weeks prio. géig;gp-
plxcauon

12. DOL regulations loosened the requirements to permit enroliment without regard to
uncmploymcnt status of-persons in famnhcs that had been receiving public assistance for 10
of the previous 12 weeks,
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" . o Monitoring. Finally, to reinforce the measures to im-
prove targeting, prime sponsors were required to
establish independent monitoring units to review local
.compliance with the eligibility criteria @nd other re;
qulrements of thé act.

»

“ < . Tablell -
"‘Charactenstlcs of New Enrollees in CETA 'I\tle A4

Public Service Employment .
: Fiscal 1976 and 1978

Characteristic 1976 1978 - - -point change.

- ‘Female L» 37, + 4
Age: 1610 21 ' <24 - 23 . -1
-. Less than Righ school . c
edutation 23 27 + 4
Member of a minority : o E
- et 29 ,40 +11
Unemployed 15 weeks m
or-more B 47
Famlly receiving public .
assistanceb - 22
Family receiving cash.,
welfare or ﬁ;s mcome . ‘
"below OMB poverty levelc. . 46 - 75 +29

SGU RCE: Special tabulations of the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Wesfat,
Inc. Data for 1976 as well as 1978 are on the ‘Dctober through September fiscal year basis.,

a. Hispanics;y blacks, and other nonwhite. * T
b. Includes cash and noncash public assistance.

¢. The OMB poveny 1evel for an urban famlly of four was $5,500 in 1976 and $6, 200 in

1978. -

PAruntext provided by enic [
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“Effects of the 1978 Amendments
<. 0N Participant Characteristics' f
The 1978 amendments turned the PSE program sharply
towardthe seriously disadvantaged. By fiscal 1980, 92 per-
cent of new enrollees came from families with mcomes no
greater than 70 percent of the BLS lower hvmg standar?l in-
come level. New participants with less than a high school
education ‘increased their sharé of PSE Jiobs from 25 percent
in 1978 -to '35 percent in 1980. Large ingreases were also
recorded for persons on welfare, members of minority
groups, women, and youth (table 12). ~

rd

- ¢

- - Table 12
3 " Characteristics of New Public Semce
" Employment Enrollees, Fiscal 1978 and 1980 l
Percent of total

enrollment - Percentage
Characteristic . 1978 1980 point change)/

: 38 - 46 -+ 8

Age: 16t021 ..... PR Ceeas 23 28 . + 5

. Less than high school ' : .
education 25 35

Membé‘r”of a minority. |

39 48
Family receiving public
“assistanceb 2 W) ’
Family income at or below .
%70 percent of, lower .
" livingstandard . ... .75 92,
Unemployed 15 weeks , ..
or more . 45— -

' SOURCE: Special tabulauons of th Contmuous Longuudmal Manpower Survey, Westat,
Inc.”

a. Hlspamcs. blacks, and other n nwhue
" b. Includes cash and noncash pulflic assistance.
(v -
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A change in the job readmess of the PSE populatlon ac- -
companied the demographic shifts. Research associates in .
about three-fourths of the study aréas emphasized that®
enrollees after 1978 -had’ fewér job‘:skills than their’
predecessors. One commented,/ “There has been
modest change in demographic characteristics but skill levels
are much reduced compared to those of earlier enrollees.”
Others described the new enrollees in such terms as ‘“a dif-

ficult work force,” “the hard-core unemployed ” fCless

motivated,” ““in need of bas§ training’’ and ‘‘more difficult
to transfer to a regular job.”’ However, even in these areas,
not all enrollees were seriously deficient in job skills or
potential. In three areas, enrollees were reported to be not
much different from earlier participants, probably because
persistent high unemployment had created a pool of ap-
pllcants not greatly affected by the new ehglbl.llty criteria.

Charactenstzcs of Persons in PSE,
Training Programs, and the
Unemployed: Population

\
]

Between 1976 and 1980 PSE was increasingly succe'ssfui in

‘servmg the disadvantaged. The improved perfor- .

 mance—especially after the 1978 amendments—is evident in
comparisons of the more recent PSE enrollees with those
entering CETA training programs (Title 1IB); and with the
total unemployed population. In 1976, the proportion of

'disadvantaged persons enrolled in PSE ranged from 50 to

,about 70 percent of those in CETA training programs. By
1980 the difference. for each of the dlsadvanfaged groups
had been eliminated or sharply reduced. For example, in
1976 enrollees from welfare families were 15 percent of new
PSE enrollees and 31 percent of enrollees in CETA tralmng

. programs, By 1980, welfare enrollees in both programs were

31 percent of total. For most groups—women, youth, the

poorly educated and welfare rec1p1ents—most of the in-

%

Tre. 4
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“ b. Includes cash and noncash public assistance. &
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creases occurred' after the 1978 amendments (table 13 and
figure 6).

" )
o ' Table 13 . ) -
. Characteristics of New Enrollees ..
in Public Service Employment and Training Programs2
. Fiscal 1976-1980 ’

Percent of totaTenrollment
Characteristic and program 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
Female: -

Training progaams......... .. ‘47 4 53 S5 S2
PSE ............... eee 33 36 38 47 46
Age: 16 to 21: o :
Training programs .. ...... 31 32 34 30 gg
TPSE .eeiiyinnnn. eeeee.. 2221 23«25
Less than high school _ - o '
educatiop: K .
Training programs.. . .7 37 --36- 35 - 36 "39
PSE ......covviiiiinnnn 25 ° 26 25 26 35
Member of a minority group: o
" Training program......;.. ‘49 45 * 45 41 . 48
PSE ......c...ooeel cee 29 ‘ 38 39 44 48
Family receiving public . . £
assistanceb: . ) )
Training programs ........ k) 30 28 . 35 3
PSE ........... .... oo 15 20 22 32 " 3
Family income at or below . ~
70 percent of lower ‘e
living standard®: . ’
Training programs......... 63 7 73 .80 95
PSE ..... Pt erie et 44 73 75 , 80 92

SOURCE Special tabulations, Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Westat; Inc.
Data for 1980 are from a sample of prime sponsor records, ih place of interviews of asam-
ple of enrollces. and must be cons:dered preliminary.

a. Trammg programs include adults in classroom and on-the-job training and, adult work
experience (Title ilB) , .

c. For 1976 and 1977 this included persons in families receiving cash welfart; or havmg in-
come below the OMB poverty Ievel

P
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Participants
: : F iglire 6
Changes in Characteristics of New Enro]leec, ‘

Public Service Employment and Training Programs
; Fiscal 1976, 1978 and 1980
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SOURCE: Connquous Longuudmal Manpower Survey, Westat Inc.
*See footnote ¢, table 13, p. 117. - . -
“Hxspamcs, blacks and other nonwhite.
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"PSE performance, also improved in relation to the
characteristics of the total unemployed and iong term
unemployed populations. Again, improvement was sharpef
in the two years after the 1978 amendments, than in the
1976-1978 period. Although women comprised almost half- .
,of all the unemployed in 1976, .only a third of PSE enrollees
" were women (in part because of special efforts to enroll
veterans). By 1980, women’s share in PSE (46 percent) was

™ above their percent of the unemployed. Blacks and other
ponwhites have historically had a higher share of CETA pro-

- - granis in relation to their representation in the unemployed
population. In 1976, their PSE share was 3 percentage points

higher. By 1980 it was 19 pdints higher. T he proportion of

PSE jobs filled by youth and the poorly educated remained

below their share of the unemployed. However, with the in-

creased enrollment in PSE of individuals , with these

: characteristics, particularly after the 1978 amendments, ‘the
?I . gap was narrowed. Similar shlft}shocr;grred in the relative pro-

w™

portion of PSE enrollees and wi long term unemployed
with th‘eS\characterlstlcs (tablé 14).

Enrollment of Youth

Viewed in its entirety, CETA in 1980 was predomlnantly a
, youth program. Sixty-one percent of the 3.6 million persons
served in fiscal year 1980 in all CETA programs were under
the age of 22.-This included 1.349. million youth served in ac-
tivities specifically designed for young persons such as the
summer youth employment program and the Youth Employ-
ment and Training Program as wgll as youth enrolled in Title
IIB, and Qfﬁ‘e{ adult-oriented programs (table 15). ~

}
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S ’ Table 14
2 “e Comparison of Characteristics: New Public Service
s Employment Enrollees, the Unemployed, and the
T~ Long Term Unemployed, 1976, 1978, and 1980
X ' Characteristics
Black & Lessthan .
) _ other  high school  Youth
Year ‘Female nonwhite education 1621
, (Percent of total)
PSE ‘enrollees: : e ’ e
1976 .......... BN X .23 25 22
1978 ..ol . ¢ 38 31 25 - 23
1980 ...oveunn.... . 46 41 35 28
The unemployed . - :
1976°. ............. . 46 20 42b 34b
1978 oo, L. S0 M., 44b ,-37b
1980 ....... I .4 22 426 7 32b
‘Ratio of percent in PSE B c :
1 ' to percent of the . ... . . .. .
< unemployed: - ks ) .
1976 ...5eoveen.... : g2 - 1.15 60 .65
1978 . ovivennnnn, 36 - 1.29 57 .62
1980 ....overen..... 1.05 1.86 83 .88
_The long term g
¢ unemployed®: _ . v .
. L1976 ... ... e 4020 39b 22b
1978 ........... 2. 42 28 40 24b
1980 .......... eeeee 2 36 25 . .40 7 22b
Ratio of percent in PSE ‘ N
to percent of the long .
. term unemployed: ] .
¢ 1976 ..ovveevnn.... .83 1.15 .65 1.00
Ty S 90 111 —7: .62 96
, 1980 ....c.onien. 128  "1.64 ° 88 - 127

SOURCE: The unémployed: Femile, Black, and Other Nonwhite and” Youth from U.S.
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment and Earnings, reports for
January of the year after.,the year of reference. Less than high school education: unpublish-

UK RS

g ed data from the Current Population Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics. PSE enrollees
é from special tabulations of the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Westat, Inc.
5 CLMS data for 1980 are preliminary.
i - a. Ungmployed 15 weeks or more.
, . b. lncludcs youth still in sphool who may be seckmg part- ume or full time ]ObS .
. i 4 3 v ’
. K gt ’ -~
LJ‘;: & - ‘ = a’?ﬁ E .
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Persons Sérved in CETA Programs, Total,
and Those Under 22 Years of Age, Fiscal 1980

(numbers in thousands)
Youth Percent
- Persons served Total (under 22) youth-
All Programs...,.......... . 3,611 2,196, 61
© “TitlellA,B,C ............ . 121 536 8 ~
TitleIIDPSE ........ $oeeene * 490 127 26
.* Title VI PSE ........... 408 98 2 .
59 21 36 °
L 33
: B U X 65 36
1,351 1,349 ° 100

SOURCE: Em;#oyment and Training.Administration, Management Ipformation System.
NOTE: Detail may not add to total because of roundjg_g.

. _ Table 15 -

R ~
: “Cb'eammg” .

Selective enrollment of person
. red in the labor market (white, p

R

[y

ith,characteristics prefer-
e workmg ages, and high

- "school or beﬁ‘er educational attamment) in greater propor-
+tions than thelr shares of the ellglble population was less ex-'
tensive in 1980 than in’ 1978 THis. was true for programs
which had the most: restrlctlve eligibiligy requlrements as well
as those which were least restrictive. Creaming-was most ex-
tensive among apphcant with good educatlonal
backgrounds, the charactenstlc most llkely to bé'related to

’ ]Ob quahficatlons (table ,16) ' ‘ .
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Table 16 S
Estimates of ““Creaming”’: Comparison 6f Percentage of *‘Preferred” Enrollees* 3}
with Theu- Incidence in the Eligible Populatlon, 1978 and 1980 "#

’ Most restrictive . Least restrictive '
eligibility programs ehgnblhty programs

1978 - 1980 7 1978 1980
a Title II and
~ Title VI ' Title VI
“Characteristic projects? . Title IID ’ sustainment? Title VI

R (Ratios of selectivity)®’

'1.41 oy 1.23 115 117
Age:22tod4 .. 1.01 ¥ .95, 1.23 . .94

.«

‘ syuedonied

White (not Hispanic)............. i 1‘04 95 . .90 .85

.

Education: . ) % .
High-school or better........ 1.47 1.28 1.32 - 122
" Post-highschool ....... §2.27 1.50 1,64 . 1.44 °

SQURCE: Charactenstics of the eligible population are from special Tabulations of the Current Population Survey covering the periods March
1977 to March 1978 and March 1979 to March 1980. Characteristics of PSE enrollees for fiscal 1978 and 1980 are from special tabulations of the
Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Westat, Inc. .

a. The 1976 amcndments divided Title VI into a *“‘specjal projects” portion for expansion of enrollment and a “su§ta|nment” part. Page 111
provndes a short descnpuon and the eligibility cnten:iX\Tnlc V1 projects. . I

°

b. Percent of total enrollment divided by percent in the e gll?le population.’ . - \

-

BArui70x provided by Eric:




Participants

- Factors that Influenced Changes - -
in Participants® Characteristics

The effects of the various factors that influenced the types
of persons enrolled in PSE were explared with officials in the
study areas.'? In additjon to being questioned about the ma-
jor eligibility and wagg changes in the 1978 amendments, of-
ficials were asked -their views on the objectives of the local
PSE programs and the kinds of persons who should be serv-
ed. 'Information was also solicited about their recruiting
miethods, eligibility determination process, targeting efforts,

. bas1s for assigning applicants to PSE or the training pro-
grams, and the selectxon practices of PSE employers
Eligibility Criteria | . ,

Almost all the CETA directors interviewed credited the
new eligibility requirements as a major factor in moving PSE
toward the goal of serving the seriously disadvantaged. The
central.fact about eligibility for PSE after the 1978 amend-
ments was that it was limited to persons from lew income
farnilies. With minor exceptions, no one from a famlly with

" income,above the BLS lower living standard"was ehglble for,
PSE regardless ‘of the length of unénployment Title 1D .
enrollees, a maJorlty of new PSE entrants in 1980, had-to
meét mgore stringent’ income requlrements-errecewmg public , |
assistance or family income not above the’ poverty level nor =2 &,
above 70 percent of the BLS lower living standa{d PSE had - .
become a poor peoples program. o

‘e

Effect on the elzgzble population. One of the ways in whlch‘ A,
the new criteria influenced the characteristjcs, profile of PSE’ )
" participants was by shrinking the size of the population eligi-
ble for- PSE by 69 peIcent from 18. 3 to 5 7 mll,hon (see ap-
13. The shiftsin enroll::e characteristics reported in the survey areas were generally cons.ls-
tent with the evidence available”Irom nauonal program statistics (see Appendlx)w

/ .
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e‘)

pendix). This reduction Dad a particularly strong effect on
the proportion of the eligible population that came from
families receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children

(AFDC) who were registered with the Work Incentive (WIN)

Program. The 2.1 million persons available for work from
that group constituted a much larger proportion of the
smaller eligible pool; the AFDC share increased from 12 per-
cent of the eligible Title II and Title VI sustainment'* popula-
tions before the amendments to 38 percent of Title VI and 55
percent of the IID eligibles after the reauthorization. The
AFDC group differs markedly from other eligible groups.
They are much more hkely to be women, in the prime work-
ing ages of 22 to 44, members of a minority group, and high
school dropouts. These features of the AFDC group are
reflected in the changes in characteristics of the eligible
populations following the 1978 amendments.

Effects on pre-reauthorization - enrollees. The 1978
eligibility changes (efﬁactlve in fiscal year 1979) removed a
substantial portion of the “cream’’ from the earlier pool of
eligible persons who accepted PSE jobs. If the new criteria
had been applied to the enrollees of fiscal 1978, one-fourth
would not have been eligible. The effect of the eligibility .
changes is shown most sharply by comparing. the fiscal year
1978 enrollees, who were ehglble under the old but not the
new criteria, with the fiscal year 1978 enrollees who would
have been eligible under both. Relatively high proportions of

the group which would have been ineligible under the new .

criteria were non-Hispanic whites, had a high school or bet-
ter education, had no dependents, earned about $4,000 in the
year before enrollment, had family incomeés above the lower

" living standard, and were classified as not in the labor force

-or had relatively short periods of unemployment prior to
enrollment. On the other hand, a- higher proportion of men
than of women would have begen eligible for PSE jobs if the

14. Title VI “sustainmént’’ refers to the non-project part of Title VI PSE. See p. 111.

& 1 ‘1 ;7
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.

new eligibility rules had been applled to those who were hlred
fqr PSE.in-1978 (table 17). x50
Wages

The lower wage provisions of the 1978 émendments af-
fected, indirectly, the kinds of persons enrolled®in PSE pro-

- grams. Many who could meet the eligibility requirements but

possessed the qualifications to obtain unsubsidized employ-

. ment were deterred from taking low paying PSE jobs. CETA

administrators reported that the lower PSE wages turned
away mature white males and workers with good job Skllls,

leavmg greater enrollment opportunities for persons with .

few skills, women, youth, and nonwhites. Moreover, the
new wage provisions resulted in the establishment of lower
skill jobs that more closely matched the limited qualifica-
tions of participants. As a consequence, employmg agencies
were less insistent upon the referral of better qualified ap-

phcants Low wages also increased the use of entry level

clérical and service worker jobs most often filled by women.

* s

Relative Influence of Eligibility and Wage . *'
Changes on Participant Charactenstzcs @

Adjusting for the eligibility changes. The relative influence

n enrollee characteristics of the ehglblhty changes vs. ‘wage
and other changes in the reauthorization act was estimated
by applying the new eligibility criteria to enrollees who
entered PSE in fiscal 1978 under the old wage provisions,
and comparing the characteristics of the adjusted 1978 en-
trants with those who actually enrbiled in 1978 and 1980.
The “adjusted’” set of 1978 enrollees differed from the ac-
tual 1978 enrollees only with respett ‘to the ehgxblhty criteria,

-and, in theory, differed from the actual 1980 enrollees with
respect to the new wage limits and all other factors except the .

changes in ehglblhty

[ 43
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126 Participants
‘ ~ Table 17 e
_Characteristics of Fiscal.1978 PSE Enrollees - .
Eligible and Ineligible by the Post-1978 Eligibility Criteria® .
] ‘ Noteligihe ~ Eligible
. under 1978 under 1978
Characteristic amendments amendments
s (Percent of total)

Sex
Male ........ooveiiiiill g ;56 61
Female ......ccovvinriennnn. e s 39

Age ! N
2landunder ... .. .iiiiiniiiieie 21 20
221044 .. i it et , 63 ) 67
45and OVer. ..o ovueettineiiiiiine e 16 13 b

Minority statys '

White (not Hispanic). ..............oouent 73 56
Black, Hispanic, and other minority. ....... . 27 44

Edutation ¢ °
01011 Years . vovveeneniiinennnanannns 20 - 28 *
[20r MOreyears ....oovevvnvvennneennnnns 80 - 72

Nodependents.... ......ooveeeetununnnnnn. 57 44

Earnings in prior year
None............ S P 27. 43

*$11083,999 ...t 42 45
$4,0001085,999. ... ..iniiinnnnts P 18-~ 8 —
$6,0001089,999. . ... ..ot 10 . 4
$10,000andover .......ciiiiiiieiiieinn, - 3 b

Economic status
Family receiving cash public assistance. . ... .. 0 25
Family income less than 70 percent of _j

I thelowerlivingstandard ................ 64 91

« 7110 100 percent of lower .

livingstandard........cceoovviniiiiinn 8 - 5
More than 100 percent of lower . .
living standard . ...... e reeeebeeaaan 29 4 -

Labor force status at entry -

Employed..... e e 2 5
Inschool,....ovvuniiuinns.n. ST Rl 1
Unemployed. . ....coovvviiiiaieiimenns 59 86
Notin.thelabor force® ..........ompueen.n. 38 7

Weeks unemployed N )

CONONES L et 40 14 .
1109 1ot eere et . 29 6.
e e 4 1 N
1014, .0..uue... beeee e 5 5
150T MOTE S v veeonnaannens e 22 15

143 \ ’
g , .
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SOURCE: Contintious Longitudinal Manpgwer Survey, Westat, Inc.

a, Excludes persons who were enrolled in FY 1978 but were found to be not eligible under
both the old andsnew eligibility criteria. . -

b. Less than 0.5 percent.

¢. The CLMS categories of ““not in the labor force” and ““weeks unemployed—none”” in-
clude persons, who for purposes of determining eligibility for PSE, are defined in the
- CETA regulations as unemployed. Prior to the 1978 amendments, this group included
' discouraged workers—those who did not actively seek employment because they believed
Jjobs were not available, as well as persons receiving SSI or AFDC (whether employed or
not), and persons who worked no more than 10 hours a week. Persons with low ificomes
were eligible for PSE both before and after the 1978 amendments, even if employed, and
may be included in the CLMS category ‘‘weeks unemployed—none.”

g
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- This procedure indicates that the eligibility crlter@ were

most _important for increasing the share of enrollmgnt for

persons - in families receiving .public assistance and

minorities. Lower wages and other factors were more impor-

tantthan the tighter eligibility criteria for .increasing the |

shares of women, youth, and the poorly educated (table 18).

The latter effects are supported by the observatlons of loc?l‘

" ofﬁaals on the effects of lower wages.

Perceptzons of CETA administrators. When C'ETA ad-
ministrators were asked in the October 1980 survey to in-
dicate whether the ellglblhty or the wage changes had the
gréater effect on the types of persons enrolled in PSE, about
two-thirds said that the eligibility requirements had the

reater impact; one-third thought that the wage changes
were more 51gn1ﬁcant When the saime question was asked in
"the June 1979 survey, conducted only two months after the
‘wage provisions became effective, the résponses were equally
divided. T - \ '
AN

Objectives oﬂLocaI Oﬁ‘icwls E
In addltlon:to the legal reqmrements, the types of persons
enrolled’ in PSE depended, in part, on how local off1c1als
v1ewed the objectives of the PSE program and the types of
persons that shodld be serviced. It is- apparent from the
responses of some prime sponsors that there were inherent
conflicts between: the targeting’ objectives and other local
“purposes. Enrolling the seriously disadvantaged, for exam-
ple, may preclude useful public services or adversely affect
the placementfof enrollees in unsubsidized jobs.

Persons to be served: Most of the CETA d1rectors in the
survey concuired with the major thrust, of .the 1978 PSE
-~ amendments—targeting on the serlously disadvantaged.

Eight-five percent said tie PSE programs should enroll per-.
. sons with serious labot market disadvantages. About 40 per-
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. Table 18
N Changes in Enrollee Characteristics Attnbutable \. .
. . . to Eligibility and Wage Changes, Fiscal: 1978-1980 .
L ‘ e Changes dueto’ * "' .- Proportion of
. " C ey, change due to .
Total New * PSE wage tighter
-change . eligibility - and other eligibility .
3 ’ Characteristic - 1978-1980 criteria factors (percent), .~
, o ‘ (Percentage point changes) *
© Female ... . + 8 -1 49 0
Youth .........o...ooiiil fen + 5 0 . + 5 - 0
" Less than high.school educanon v s 110 +2 . 48 : 20 -
Member of a minority group ...... +:.9 . +5 + ‘4 56 ¢
Family rece@g public assistance . . + 9 +8 ° it 1 89 @ -
. Family income at or below ) b N
70, percent of lower living e £ ‘ v
standard et +17 +6 +11 =~ 35
SOURCE: Special tabulation, Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Westat, Inc. . ;U
. . d -; N m‘a“ ;
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' ¢
cént also identified new entrants int? the labor mark®& who
were having trouble getting their first job (table 19). Some
CETA directors (37 percent) selected experienced* laid off
workers as a target group.-In most of these cases, it appeared
that the intent was to enroll workers who, though previously
employed, could be considered as seriously disadvantaged.
However, in 15 percent of the study areas the identification”
of this group may indicate a view that the most qualified of
the eligible population should be enrolled to serve the major
local objective of providing useful public services or to enroll
most likely to mqve to regular employment.

Table 19 .
CETA Directors’ Views of Type$ of Persons
ic Service Employment Programs Should Seek to Enroll
' .7 % . Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, 1980
B \ . ““Percent of
. Type ¢ reporting areas

Workers seriously disadvantaged

in the JOb MArket . ... ovvevenveneneneennnns 85 -
New entrantsjtd the job market who are )
 having problems findingajob ......... e 41
Experienced worKers who have been laid off e
. fromaformerjob ............... ... 37 »

SOURCE: Reportg from 27 areas. . J
NOTE: Detail adds.to more than 100 percent because some respondents identified more ‘
than one type of worker to be served. ‘
|
\

When asked whether the new PSE provisions facilitated
_ the attainment of the tighter targeting objective, most CETA
directors answered affirmatively, although a few did ex- |
. perience difficulty in %%grolling seriously disadvantaged per- ‘
sons. In one :area, the cumbersome procedures and the -
documents required to demonstrate eligibility discéuraged '
- the most seriously disadvantaged persons, from persevering
with their applicafions. In another instance, the recruitment
system was inadequate to reach many of the disadvantaged., .
{* z - : £
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S

M) he low PSE wage was also mentloned as an obstacle mn

e{zrollmg persons receiving welfare.- = ¢ -

. For most areas, the perceptions of the CETA directors of
who should be served and their ability to enroll the seriously’
=ien. disadvantaged indicate that the more restrictive eligibility re-
quirements of the 1978 amendments were accepted ‘by local
officials, albeit reluctantly in some places, and produced the
desired targeting results. - .

o

Program objectives. The program obje'btives of PSE

tCIVC to enrollmg the disadvantaged, or ‘‘community ser-
- vxce oriented’’ and more open to enrolling qualified workers.

Client orienited objectives such as ‘‘jobs for the
unemployed’’ and- “training for disadvantaged workers”

.~ were each identified as among the most 1mportant goals of

PSE by about 70 percent of the CETA administrators.

"About 40 percent considered service oriented purposes such

e

as ‘‘providing essential public services’’ to be among the ma- .

3 __jor objectives of PSE (table 20). Some administrators were-
pursuing both goals.

e

Table 20 o
CETA Dlrectors Views of “Most Important” Public Service

Employment Program Objectives B

Sample Prime Sponsar Areas, 1980
\" : Percent of

. Most important objective -reporting areas
Provndmg a job for the unemployed . ."... .‘ ..... N«
Provxdmg training for disadvantaged workers . 68
Provxdmg essential public services............L.. 39
. Rehevmg the fiscal stram of local government. | . . 11
sk Other..... e P T PR N 21
d . ;
R SOURCE: Reports from 28 areas. J

NOTE: Detail adds to more thar 100 percent because seve l respondents identified more ,

than one most |mportanl objective.

4

2
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efators can be classified as+‘‘client oriented’’ and con-
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There tas a great deal of skepticism cancerning the ability
of PSE to accomplish the objectives identified as most im-
portant. Only half of the CETA administrators believed that
the 1978 provisions of PSE would-achieve these purposes
(table 21). The low-wage provisions coupled with the re-
quirement that PSE workers be paid prevailing wages for
similar. work were reported as the major stumbling block in
attaining the desired ends: To meet this double requirement
SpONSsOrs created special low-skill jobs that, in many in-
stances, were not helpful to the participarit in obtaining-
suitable employment or to the community in prov1dmg the -
kinds of services they déem most useful.

!

Some areas shifted PSE positions from government agen-

cjes to nonprofit organizations that were thought to be more
-flexible in creating low-wage jobs. The share of PSE

enrolleés assigned to nonprofits increased from 24 percent in

' September 1977 to 38 percent at the end of 1980. However,

in view of the limited number of regular"job openings in
these ‘organizations, -opportunities for unsubsidized

postprogram employmernt with monprofits were considered

to bé poorer than ifi"government agencies. O

Al

 Recruitment Methods ‘ . i

. and Pizrticipant Characteristics

Al Sponsors in the study used more than one recrumqg
method. Persons walking into a CETA’ intake center-were
the source of the greatest number of applicants in 39 percent
of the areas and the second best source in another 27 percent.
Advertising produed the greatest number of applicants in 18
percent of the areas. Community organizations were most
oftgn the second major source of applicants (table 22).

-
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l ‘ |
. i ) Table 21
CETA Directors’ Views on Whether 1978 CETA Amendments
Enable the Public Service Employment Programs to Serve

* Their “Most Important” Objectives

Sample Prime SponsoiAreas, 1980
Attainment of objective .o
’ Don’t
Most important objective -“Total Yes No~ know
\ i {(Number of repdrtirfg‘;reas) ‘
, Providing a job for . .
the unemployed ........ 20 10 8 2 .
Training for ) . B
disadvantaged workers . . 19 8 8 .3
. Providing essential .
public services ......... 11 5, 5 1
Relieving the fiscal strain 5
of local government .... -~ 3~ . 1 2 0
(01117 SR 6 1 5 0

SOURCE:Q%cpons from 28 areas.

Table 22
_ Major Recruiting Methods . .
Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, 1980 ‘ -
. Importance ranking
Recruiting method 1 2 3
(percent of all replies) *
J ,Walk-ins to CETA intakecenter............. 39 27 15
Advertising ....oovvveirn it 18 3 23
Community organization................... 14 30 15
«Employment service or unemployment
insurance office......ovvevrevrrien fee.. 14 20 19
Employer identification of potential
enrollees ... coovvininiiennn e 11 3 12 2
WIN/AFDC office.. . .,..... K, 4 - 17 8
Other ....... e et e e s 0 0 8-
SQURCE: Reports from 28 areas. N
° ' P .~

[
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134 Participants .

The survey found a sharp decline in dependence on state
employment service agencies. They were the major source of
applicants in 43 percent of the survey areas in 1977," but in

only 14 percent of the areas in 1980. The reduced use of the .

employment service is due principally to the changes in the
financial liability provisions of the reauthorization act. Prior
to 1978, prime sponsors were exempt from liability for in-
eligible enrollees if the employment service had determined
the eligibility of applicants. The intent of this: pollcy was to
increase the use of the employment service and' facilitate the
large and rapid buildup of PSE in 1977. With this ““no

liability” incentive, most sponsors entered into agreements
that assigned recruitment and e11g1b111ty determination furnc-
tions to the employment service. When thé reauthorization
act removed .the liability exemption, sponsars found the
employment service much less attractive although they still
considg_r&d it an important recruiting squrce (see chapter 3).

The methods used .l')y prime sponsors to recruit PSE ap-
plicants may be characterized as ‘‘participant oriented,”’

“‘job oriented’’ or ‘‘neutral,” and the specific recruitment

techniques employed may irifluence the type of participants
who were’ enrolled in PSE™programs. Reliance on local

+ welfare offices and community based organizations (CBOs) -
orients enrollment to the more seriously disadvantaged, and |

these metggds were classified as participant oriented. On the
other hand, if persons to be enrolled, are identified and

-referred to CETA by the potential employer, or found

through advertising, or by searching the employment service
or unemployment insurance files, the participants are likely

to be more highly qualified, and these methods were con-
sidered job oriented. “Walk-ins’’ to.a CETA intake center

were viewed as neutral in their effect.
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¥Q  There appears to be an association between the recruit-

o

ment strategies of prime sponsors and changes, between 1978
.and 1980, in the characteristics of the PSE enrollegs. For ex-
ample, in areas where thé recruitment techmques were large-
'y “‘participant oriented,”’ the proportion of enroliees with
less.than a high school education and the share from persofts
in families receiving welfare payments increased more sharp-
« Iy.than in areas where recruitment was ‘‘job oriented’’ (table
'23). )

Factors which tended to increase the enrollment of more
able workers had little impact. Although economlc%éondl- .
tions had worsened i lina majority of the sample areas, only a
few reportéd that the business dowifiturn had increased the

. flow of more qualified applicants. Tk;e teduction in program
size which permitted prime sponsors to fill their openings
without:dipping as deeply as before into- the applicant pool
increaséd the pr0port10n of enrollees with good job skills i in
onlytwo aréas. . >

_ Effect of 1978 Amendments
on Recrwtment Efforts

Despite declining enrollment levels, more effort was re-
quiréd to recruit PSE enrollees after the 1978 amendments.
. The eligibility and wage changes increased the effort needed
in three-fourths of the study areas. The more restrictive
eligibility required the prime sponsor to enroll a clientele
» more difficult to reach and less, familiar with filling out
government forms. Lower wages generated PSE jobs that
were less attractive to eligible persons who had options in the
regular job market. Although there was an overall reduction
in the size of their programs, a third of the prime sponsqrs
» reported that frequent changes in guidelines for enrollment
complicated and added to the recruitment effort (tablé 24),

[}
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) “Table 23 ‘ S
Change in Characteristics of Public Service Employment Enrollees ..
by Type of Recruiiing Actmty, Samplé Prime Sponsor Areas, Fiscal 1978-1980 -

“ ) . Enrollee characteristics RS
o . Under*  Lessthan  Public Number
Most important 22 years  .high school  assistance of
recruiting activity ~Female of age education - recipient .'Teports
o ) ' .- . - (Percentage point changes) ’
Altareas ...... Vg e -, +8  +3  +3 + 4 25
Oriented to the disadvantaged? ........... +10° To+2 +10 +10 5
Oriented to job requirements® .. ...... veer + 8 +3 L0 .0 c 12
Walk-ins ...... U fealiineerss + 7 © +4 Yt 2 + 5 8
SOURCE: Reports from 25 areas. & ST ok '

a. Includes outreach by community based orgamzatlons arid solL k‘ﬁ)wn of applicants through WIN or AFDC offices.

b. Includessmedia advertising, identification of potential PSE employees by hiring agencies, and solicitation of persons in employment service or
unemployns:fit insurance files.
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Ak
Table 24 N
Effect of Selected Factors on Recruitment Effort
Requtred for "PSE, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, 1980

More activity Less activity
Factor required No effect required
- (Percent of reporting areas)
New eligibility - s
criteria............ 75 25 0
. ‘More restrictive T )
wageTimits ....... 75 y 21 ; 4
. Economic conditions . 25 61, 14
\/ - Changing PSE , )
S ~enrollment levels ., 36 32 - 32

“\ SOURCE:: Reports from 28 areas.
* Eligibility Determination
- and Venﬁcatlo,n -

\ 7

To make sure that /the tighter eligibility rules would be

& strictly enforced the 1978 CETA reauthorization required

the Secretary of Labor to ““ensure that the prime sponsor has
demonstrated arecognizable and proven method of verifying
the eligibility of all participants”’. (Spc 104c¢.3).

4

>

The regulattons (Sec. 676-76-3) prescribe a procedure for
eligibility determrnatton and venftcatlon (ED&V). It consists
OWthree steps ) completlomof an application form signed

by the applicant,' designed to provide the information
necessary to determine eligibility; (2) within 30 days after
enrollment, a desk review to determine the consistency. and
reasonableness of the. application; and (3) once a quarter,
verification of the accuracy of the informatjon on re51dence,
unemployment htstory, welfare status, and famtly income

16. The followmg mformatton is required frem apphcants (1) name, (2) social security
number, (3) birthdate and age, (4) citizenship, (5) residence, (6) prior CETA participation,
(7) family status, (8) economic disadvantage, (9) labor force status, (10) family income,
£11) farm residence, (12) economic status, (13) work history, (14) veteran status, and -
(15) whether applicant’s lmmedlate relatives are employed in government or CETA pro- .

. grams ] , ; ] 2.
' 4 ° i , * . ﬁ
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for awsamp{e of the new enrollees. Verification may consist
of documentary evidence or confirmation by a third party.
Previous regulatlons did not %mulate any specific verifica-
tion procedures. .

Current ED&V practices. Sponsors took the new ‘pro-
cedures seriously and sought to comply with the regulations.
Two-thirds conducted initial mtake themselves; gothers relied
on either the employment servicé (24 percent) or subcontrac-
tors (19 percent) for this activity. Where intake was not con-
ducted by sponsors, their staffs are assigned to gevn’.w the ap-
pllcatlons shortly after receipt.

Although the mandated system did not require documen~
tation at the time of intake, nearly half (48 percent) of the
sample sponsors required complete documentation before
enrollment. They considered this approach to be more cost
effective and more likely to reduce liability risks. Most sam-
ple sponsors followed the stipulated procedures for conduc-
ting the two steps in the verification process: the 30-day

;'review and the quarterly sample. Both documentary evidence
(birth certificates, drivers’ licenses, ‘tax returns) and col-

lateral contacts (employers, service agency staff, neighbors)
were- used for verifying information. In most cases, the
30-day review was conducted by the sponsor’s management
information unit, and the quarterly sample verification was
underfaken by. the Independent Monitoring Unit (IMU).
Four sponsors, reported contmumg a practice initiated
anound the time of the reauthorization act of verifying.all
enrollees’ eligibility rather than a sample to make doubly
sure that only eligible applicants were enrolled.

Local area implementation of ED&V provisions was an
evolving. process. Askgd to look back to the period prior to

enactmer;t of the 1978 amendments, nearly all sample spon-

sors (96 percent) reported changes in their ED&V pro-
cedures. While 40 percent indicated that thej@ had previously

LN
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‘employed procedures similar to those required by the s-J
reauthorization act, they were not as thorough as the amend-
ments currently require. Sponsors did not, for example, re-
quire extensive documentation for eligibility, a few specify-
ing little more than self declarations. Verification procedures
were not common and, when undertaken, frequently focused
only on applicants whose eligibility was in question.

Most of the sponsors interviewed in the June 1979 survey'’
reported that they were implementing the eligibility deter-
mination provisions of the 1978 amendments. The October
1980 jsurvey revealed that more than half (57 percent) have
since’changed their procediifes. The most common change .
was ashift in responsibility for the 30-day reviews from the
sponsors’ intake units to their management information:
units. Accompanying this change was the increased use of
IMUs for the quarterly sample verificatiod, as ‘well as a
marked decline in reliance on the employment service for
«verificatiog assistance.'® #

Impact of ED&V. Officials in about 90 percent of the
study areas reported that the mandated changes reduced the
likelihdod of ineligible applicants entering CETA programs.
A few respondents (7 percent). felt that t};eir procedures in
place before reauthorlzatlon were suff1c1eht to prevent im-
* proper enroliments. . - v

« A majority of the field research associates (54 percent) felt
th‘gt the administrative cost of the current ED&V provisions

S

17. Willlam Murengoff, Lester Rindler, Harry Greenspan, Scott Seablom, and Lois Black,

The New CETA: Effect on Public Service Employment Programs (Washington: National
Academy of Sciences, 1980), pp. 125-27. 4

18. Fora more comprehensive trcatment of ED&V see A Study of CETA Eligibility Detér-
munation and Verification Systems (Washington: Office of Program Evaluation, Employ-
ment and Training Admlmstrauon U.S. Department of Labor, March 1981).
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were excessive and outwelghed the1r beneflts One assoaate
observed: . .

It is clear that. while the need for better ¢ligibility
controls orice existed—and that the development of
those controls has been a recessity—the cost of
maintaining them indefinitely may be greater than
the benefits derived over time . .. the time-and-
travel costs of the 14 PS staff members now assign-
. ed to conduct the quarterly eligibility verification
sample [for a balance of state prime sponsor] ex-
ceeds by far the amount of federal dollars saved
wthrough the détection and elimination of ineligible
partmpants . By 'adding such responsibilities - .
w1thout mcreasmg the allowable administratjve
‘costs; ‘these sponsors can legally incur, federal of- w©
ficials are practically guaranteeing that limited staff
resources will continue to be diverted from snatters-
of substance to matters of form and technical com-
pliance. ) -
R i
- Serving Special Groups
In addition to sett.mg unemployment and income criteria
for the enrollment of CETA participants and holding spon- *
sors fmanc1ally liable for ineligibles, Congress sidentified a
number of _specific groups ‘that were to be glven spec1al em-
‘phasis, spemal congsideration, -or equitable treatment. The
procedures for_st%atmg enrollment from these groups
were to be described¥in the prlme sponsops comprehenswe
plans, but there was no penalty for setting low goals or fail-
ing to meet targets except for possible criticism from Depart-
ment of Labor reviewers.

Congress used the followmg language to identify at least

~

15 targét groups:'® - _ : J
19. Pub. L. 95:524, 95th Congrcss. October 27, 1978, Secs. 103(b) (2), 12105 (1) (A), and
122(b). . 4 o ‘
. ",
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¢ PSE under this act is intended for eligible persons who
are the most severely disadvantaged in terms of their
length of unemployment gnd their prospects for f1nd1ng
employment. R

» Special consideration in filling pubhc service jobs shall
be given to eligible disabled -and Vietnam-era veterans,
eligible persons who are public assistance recipients, and

. persons who are eligible’ for publlc assistance but not
e receiving such assistance. . \ '

e Spécial_emphasis in filling pubh,c service ; JObS shall be
given to_persons who face particular dlsadvantages in
- spec1f1c and general labor markets or occupations, tak-
ing into account the household support obligations of

. persons applying for such jobs including offenders, per-
. sons of limited English language proficiency, handicap-
«?ped individuals, women, single parents, displaced
:’homemakers, youth, .older workers, individuals who
lack educational, credentials, public assistance reci-
pients, and other persons who the Secretary determines
reqmre special assistance.

A 3

° Employment and training opportunities for participants
shallsbe made available by prime sponsors on an

equitable basis in accordance with the purposes of this *

act among significant segments (age, sex, race, and na-
tional* origin) of the eligible population g1v1ng con-
sideration to the relative numbers of eligible persons in
each segment. .

It would be difficult to f1nd an unemployed low-income
person who does not fit-into one of thesé categorles But if
all were to receive special attention, none would be really

targeted. > .
y - R ’ »
74
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Selecting Enrollees from, ’ 3

Eligible Apphcants -~

Prime sponsors responded mheﬂrequrrement to target
PSE enrollment on special subgroups in various ways. Nine
of the 28 study areas had no formal system and made little
effort to give preference to the groups identified in the
legislation. In six of these areas, local officials took the posi-
tion that targeting would take. care of itself if enrollment
came from the eligible population. In two of the areas, ap-
plicants were sparse and there was no opportunity to choose
some over others. One sponsor adopted a *“first in; f1rst out’”
polrcy as the fair way to run.the prograr,

Among the 19 areas that made special efforts to enroll the
target groups, 10 used rating systems to identify the in-
dividuals fo be given priority. The more complex systems
assigned values to as many as 14_applicqn£ categories. In the
less complex rating schemes, there were as few as four

+ categories and each was given equal weight. The categories
_most often _included in the rating systems were veterans,
public Jassistance recipiénts, women (including displaced
homemakers), the handicapped, ex-offenders, minority
groups and the economrcally dlsadvantaged

One system, for example, rated elrgrble applicants on 10
‘characteristics weighted from 1 to 10: .,

. - . * Priority rating’
~ + . Characteristic ', ' points’ 0
e Veteran. ..o vvieeevenennnnn. 10
Head of household .. .......... 9
Economically disadvantaged . .
Youthuo...oooniiionii 50

Female.,...., ......

Handicapped............ feene !
" *Drugabuser.........,........

Ex-ofgender/offender ceevenys

",-Ni;».uum\xoa
&,

. . - , -
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Even wfrere priority 'rating sirstems were ,designed, they
were frequently ignored. In nrost argas, referrals were han—
cy—applicants who were at hand and able to perform the JdB\*
duties were the ﬁrst to be referred

*

Program Assignment Practices ' .o

4  Program assignments were based on several considera-
tions. Following the determination of eligibility, an assess-
ment was made of the applicants’ interests, skills and train-
ing needs, and these *most frequently determined the
assignment—provided openings were available. in the
selected activity. In about one-third of the survey areas the
applicants’ training needs dictated the program assignment.
The availability of openings was most important in more
than a fourth of the areas (tablg25). If applicants were eligi-
ble for PSE as well as for Title IIB trammg programs, most
prime sponsors referred the better quallfled to PSE and
routed the less well qualified to training programs.

Table 25
Factors which Influenced the Assignment of Apphcants
4 to Specific CETA Programs
, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, 1980 - w2
- ‘ Importance ranking
‘ Factor . 1 2 3

‘ o - (Percent of reporting areas)

All Factors. ... = Cerreeenea, NETITIRRE 100 *© 100 100

Applicants’ training needs . ................. 32 1 23

Availability of openings........... STTPP 27 23 29

Applieants’ qualifications .......... P 16 39 .2

Preference of theapplicant ........ e ... 18 1 14

Income needs of the applicant............... 4 4 . 4

Applicarit member of a target group,......... 4 7 ' T

T Other v b eenieiaena, 0 .0 w4
'SQ(jf{'CEf Reports from 28 apeas. . ‘ &

NOTE: Detail may not add to 100 percent because of rounding.
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Ina few areas, program options were constrained because

intake was done by service deliverers who operated a smgle '

program. In these instances, applicants were often limited tp
the program offered by the agency. Only if appiicants‘ could

not be enrolled in the agency’s program were they encourag-=

ed to explore other CETA opportuiities. One prime sponsor
referred all applicants to job search training immediately

after determining eligibility. If not placed in an unsubsidized
job as a result of the job séarch, applicants went on to assess-

ment and assignment to other programs.

. Research associates in a majorlty of the study areas (57
percent) beliéved that a Ppllcants were generally referred to
CETA programs most'suitable for them, but there was
substantial skepticism in ‘the remdining areas. They cited the
failure to match- client needs with appropriate CETA pro-
grams—often due to insufficient openings. The applicants
were sent to the slots available. Some sponsors did keep
waiting lists. However, when openings occurred, the ap-
plicants on the list were often overlooked and the referral
was likely to go to a new applicant.

Two-thirds of the study areas reported that their program
assignment practices were not affected by the 1978 amend-
ments. Most of the areas in which program assignment prac-
tices were modified reported that the Employability
Development Plan (EDP) requirement resulted in'a more
thorough essment and a better match of program services
with part1c1pant needs

. Selection Practtces of Training Agenctes
and PSE Employers -~ -

-

In about 90 percent of the study areas,”agencies which con-,_
tracted with local prime sponsors to provide training had

enroliment requirements that screened out some CETA
eligibles. Generally, the qualifications required for specific
types of training were discussed with the training agency and

.

o ~

o £




" sometimes adjusted during contract negotiations.

Counselors and intake staff considered thé requirements of
the training agency in making their referrals. In other in-
stances, the contract permitted the training agency to test
referrals and accept or reject thém on the basis of a requiréd

minimum score.

~ Some kind of educational attainment was the most com-
monly _cited requirement. For some clerical courses, sixth
grade reading and math levels were required. Referrals to
courses in community colleges or technical schools required
high school equivalency. For some occupational training
courses, such as programmer, special tests were ad-
ministered. .

Sponsors were geneglly inclined to accept the screening
practices of training agencies. Only in a few areas did rejec-
tions of applicants result in disagreement between the prime
sponsor and the training agency. The sponsors’ attitudes
were summarized by one CETA director who said, ‘“This

type of creaming is only realistic.”” In all areas, applicants-

who had been rejected by a training agency were considered
for other CETA opportunities if they returned to the CETA
office. One area reported that such persons often did not
return.

°

When referrmg apphcants to PSE jobs, prlmc sporfsor and
employment service counselors generally tried to refer per-
sons whose abilities matched the skill requirements of the
job. PSE jobs established after the 1978 amendments
generally requlred fewer skills than those set up earlier.
Nevertheless, in two-thirds of the study areas, PSE employ-
ing agenmes had job requlrements that screened out some of
the applicants refeed by the prime sponsor. Rejections oc-
curred, for example, because a specific skill such as typmg

was inadequate or because the hiring agency mSlsted upon’

the job standards used for their regular posmons Persons

« .
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with criminal records were deemed to be mappropnate for
some kinds of employment.

For .,PSE employers who appeared to have.unreasonably
high job standards, CETA staff -attempted to negotiate
reduced requirements. In at least one-fourth of the study
areas, the contracts with the PSE h1rmg agencies specified

_ that persons from the target groups were to be hired.’A few

reviewed the performance of agencies in hiring the seriously
disadvantaged, and decisions on contract renewal were based
in part on the findings. '

- it

Although rejections occurred in ‘two-thirds of the areas,
prime sponsors did not view this as a major problem. In the
main, they tried™to refer persons who posessed at least the -
minimum requirements for the PSE jobs,”7and “PSE

" employers un,derstood that the program was aimed at disad-

vantaged persons. In almost all cases, apblicants who wére
turned down by one employer were referred to other PSE
jobs or toa CETA training program. Iftan enrollee was turn-
ed down fortwo or three jobs, the EDP might be reviewed
and the need for training prior to a PSE job considered. In
some areas efforts were, made to develop.jobs to match the
skills of the applicant.

-Effectiveness of Recruitment

and Selectzon Practices

Three-fourths of the research associates whd¥conducted
the on-site surveys considered the recruitment and selection
procedures to be effective in enrolling persons from the

“targét groups. However, those most in need were not always

selected. Recruitment was designed to bring in applicants

_from the target groups, but the persons who made the s€lec-

tions were more concerned with how well the applicants’

" gualifications met the job or training requirements. In areas

where there were more ellglble applicants than openings, the

'better apphcants were of ten selected. This was especially true
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for PSE ]ObS 1f the employer had the opportunity to choose )
from two or more referrals.” '

In a fourth of the areas, the enrollment of persons ’from

the special target groups, afnd particularly the most needy,

y was not a major concern of the prime sponsor. In three
areas, enroliment was described as.haphazard, and no
special effort was made to recruit the most seriously disad-
vantaged. In two other areas, the prime sponsors sought to
enroll the most capable of those who were eligible. One
sponsor looked for enrollees most likely to succeed in their
training or PSE assignments so that they could, with some
assurance; Be placed in unsubsidized employment. A fiscally

.. distressed city sought capable PSE workers to provide essen-

| e Jal municipal services.

< -

Public Assistance Recipients oo
and Unemployment Insurance Claimants

ra

Fifteen of the 28 study areas made special efforts to recruit
PSE enrollees from famrlres receiving public assistance.
Most frequently, this involved arrangements with the’ local

" AFDC Work Incentive (WIN) office or county welfare of-
fice. In some instances, the prime sponsor stationed an in-
take officer at the local welfare office; in others the welfare

" agency referred its clients to a CETA intake office. In
_ Chester County, Pennsylvania, the prime sponsor and the
county Board of Public Welfare entered int6.an agreerﬁ%nt
under which the CETA office provided the welfare agency
with information on job and training opportunitigs. The
welfare agency screened its clients, prgpared an ihitial EDP
and made referrals to the CETA. offfce for specific jobs or
@trammg, open /rifs Prrme sponsor staff revrewed the

~20. For a discussion of thc types of warkers suntable and unsujtable for PSE jobs sec'
Richard P. Nathan, Roben F. Cook, V. Lane Rawlins and Associates, Public Service
Employment: A Field Evaluauon (Washington: The Brookings Institution, 1981), pp.

36-47. .
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documentation, interviewed the client, and made the final y
decisions.” This arrangement proved very effective—about
half of the prime sponsors’ PSE enrollees in 1980 came from
the county welfare rolls. .

~ Prime sponsors who made no special effort to recruit

" public assistance recipients reported that they had an ade-
N quate supply of such applicants from voluntary. walk-ins, or
from theyvelfare agencies that took the initiative in referring
clrents. One prime sponsor, believing that too many AFDC ,

recipients had been enrolled, was ing efforts to enroll
other underrepresented groups. In two areas, special
demonstration projects funded by the Department of Labor

- to test the employability of welfare recipients were absorbing

the bulk of the AFDC recipients who were available for
employment. Consequently, public assistance recipients were'

a relatively small share of PSE enrollees in these areas.

Problems in recruiting welfare recipients. The study areas
were almost equally divided between those that found low
PSE wages to be a deterrent to the &arollment of welfare

*recipients and those that did not. These differing experiences -
are due in part to the wide range in we]fare payments among
the states. The economic incentive to enrbll in PSE jobs was
greater in states with low welfare payments. On the other

" hand, the incentive for state and local officials to reduce
public assistance rolls by moving welfare recipients into PSE
was stronger in areas w@i}p higher welfare payments.?

Prime sponsors in about 40 percent aof the study areas en-
countered no special problems in working with welfare agen-
cies, and many enjoyed close working relationships. In three
-areas, however, CETA officials complained that welfare
agencies made no effort to encourage their clients to accept
PSE jobs. These welfare officials were skeptical of the

> - .

2l In1979 the monthly average AFDC payment per family ranged from $84 in Mississippi )
and $108 in Texas to $370 for New York and $389 for Hawaii. . R v

. ’
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benefits of PSE or considered other programs, such as voca-
tional rehabilitation, to be preferable. Transportation dif-
ficultie¢s, the absence of child-care facilities, and the lack of

job skills also constrained the enrollment of welfare clients
(table 26).

Table 26 -
Problems in Recruiting for PSE from Families Receiving AFDC
or Other Public Assistance
Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, 1980

sk Percent of
Problem o reporting areas -
LowPSEwage ............... 46
Poor cooperation by
welfare agency.............. 11
Other ....... . e "8 /?
Noproblems ................. 39

SOURCE: Reports from 28 areas.

NOTE. Detail adds to more than 100 percent because some areas reported more than one
type of problem.

~

Penetration of welfare and unemployment insurance
. populations. Only a small portion of persons who recewed
transfer payments, such as cash welfare or unemployment
insurance, were enrolled in PSE programs. In fiscal 1979,
about 50,000 persons in families receiving Aid for Depen-
dent; whlldremand 33,000 persons who had been unemploy-
ment insurance (UI) claimants enrolied in PSE. This was
about 2.5 percent of the number of AFDC eligibles and 3.4
percent -of the number who received unemployment in-
surance (table 27).22

g ':;: / .
~ . A W ‘ , 4‘{1'

_ A5
22. The AFDC eligibles refer to those registered wnh the Work Incentive Program and thus
classified as able-bodied and without children under six years of age.
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Table 2
" Percent of Eligible AFDC and Unemployment Insurance Recipients.
Enrolled in PSE, Fiscal 1978 and 1979

(number in thousands) 7

Type of New PSE Eligible Percent of
beneficiary enrollees  population eligibles
A

Recipients of aid for families - {
with dependent children:

N

1978 ...... e 51 o 2,178, 2.3
1979...0...... N s 2,1422 2.5
Unemploynient insurance
beneficiaries:
1978 .0, 65 4,000b¢ 1.6
1979 v 33 . 9770¢ 3.4

a. AFDC/WIN registrants ehglble for PSE. \
b. Calendar year.

c. The eligible population of UI beneficiaries was much larger in 1978 than in 1979 because
persons unemployed for 30 days or more were ehgible for PSE in 1978 regardless of family

income but had to meet low income, long term unemployment critierta in 1979.
\

Benefits to welfare and UI recipients frqm PSEavjobs. As
noted earlier, many welfare recipients were deterred from
taking a PSE job-because.the economic advantages were
small or nonexistent. For: persons receiving wélfare or U,
the éarnings from PSE were offset by a reduction or elimina-
tion of the welfare or UI payments.?* The greater the Ul or
" welfaré payment, the smaller the financial benefit from a
PSE job. Persons who had received UI payments of less than
$60 per week averaged $143 in their PSE jobs—a gain of
more than $83. Those whtse Ul payments had ranged from
$100 to $119 realized, on the average, only\ $70 more per
week asa result of PSE enroliment. The addltional nominal

P
1)

23. Prior to the Budget Reconclhauon Act of 1981 persons from: families réceiving
AFDC/WIN did not suffer a dollar for dollar offset if employment was obtained. The first
$30, one-third of the remaining earnings, and ccrtam work related expenses were dlsregard~

ed in _recomputing the@lowable AFDC payment. The 1981 budget action limited the” “isse
' dlsrcgards to the first four months ofemployment . C. .

173 -
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income from the PSE wage was smaller for welfare recipients
than for Ul claimants at each level of transfer payment,
especially for those receiving relatively high levels of welfare
(tables 28 and 29): Moreover, the difference between the
welfare or UI payment and the PSE wage was not all net gain
because of income taxes, transportation, and other costs of
employment. For many persons receiving welfare, there were -
significant losses of nonmonetary benefits such as food
stamps and free or low-cost medical care.

Effects of the 1978 amendments. Welfare recipients were
mentioned frequently by prime sponsors ds the group whose
participation in PSE was affected by the 1978 amendments.
The amendments had mixed effects, but on balance, favored
enrollment from this group. The increase in the proportion
of welfare recipients occurred despite reports from almost
half the areas that the PSE wage provided little or no
economic advantage to persons receiving welfare. The major
reasons for their greater participation were the change in
eligibility criteria, the ease of verifying welfare client
eligibility (hence less danger of prime sponsorliability for in-
eligible enrolln\‘nts), and the effect of the lower PSE wages
on applications Yrom nonwelfare ellglbles.

Welfare clients were eligible for PSE jobs both beforé and
after the 1978 amendments. However, subsequent to the
amendments, there was less competition from the
nonwelfare populatlon Persons' from familiés receiving
AFDC who were registéred wAth the Work Incentive (WIN)
. Program made up the bulk of all public assistance rec1p1ents
who were available for work. As a result of the changes in
ellglblllty, the AFDC/WIN share of the populatlon eligible
for PSE increased .from 12 percent of Title II and the non-
project portion of Title VI prior to the 1978 amendments to
38 percent of Title VI angd 55 percent of Title IID afterwards.
Before the ellglbxgty change, there were seven non-AFDC

171
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. Table28 ° . .

Average Weekly PSE Wage by Size of Unemployment Insurance -/
and Welfare Payments Prior to Enrollment, Fiscal 1978

. Average weekly PSE wage
of recipients of

Weekly unemployment insurance Unemployment

or welfare payment? Cash welfare " insurance
Lessthan$60...... e S 1 V) . 8143
$60t0879...:................ - 142 w150
$80t0899.........tiiitL, 143b 161 T
$100toS119% ...l . 143t - 180

SOURCE: Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Westat, Inc.

a. Monthly welfare"payment was adjusted fo a weekly basis for cdmparison with UI
payments.

. 1 ~
b. Estmate based on a weighted count smaller than 7,500 and therefore not statistically
reliable (estimated relative standard error greater than 12-15 percent).

L' ’
- -
. .

Table 29
Average Difference Between UI or Welfare Payment
and Weekly PSE Wage, by Size of UI or Welfare Payment-

Fiscal 1978
Average difference:

®  Weekly untmployment insurance ) Unemployment
or welfare payment? Cash welfare insurance
Lessthan$60................. At least $73 At least $84
$6010879.......... TR .n 80

- 288040899.}...... ... L. 55b G
$100t0$120...........,...... . 33b S0

SOURCE: Continuous Longitudinil Manpower Survey, Westat, Inc.

" a. Monthly welfare payment was ad1usted to a wcekly basis for comparison with Ul
payments.

b Estimaté based onawexghted count smaller than 7, 500 and therefore not statistically '
reliable (cstxmatcd relative standard error greater than 12-15 percent).

\
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eligibles for every AFDC eligible. After reauthorization, the
ratio was less than 2 to 1 for Title VI and about equal for
Title IID.* Further, the nonpublic welfare applicants were,
by virtue of the new income and, unemployment  criteria,
more disadvantaged than their earlier counterparts. Thus, in
terms of numbers and characteristics, the public assistance
recipients had less competi’tien for PSE jobs.

The stringent requirements of the reauthorlzatlon act for
determining and verifying ellglblllty and “the greater
-, likelihood of prime sponsor financial liability for ineligible
enrollees also worked to promote the enrollment of public
assistance recipients. Unlike other applicants whose employ-
- ment and income status was difficult to verify, the status of
public assistance recipients could easily be documented
through the records of welfare offices.

The lower PSE wage provisions had a dual impact on the
enrollment . of persons receiving public assistance. It
discouraged. competition from persons better able to com-
pete in the regular job market. But in about half the sample
areas it also turned away many public assistance recipients
who saw no economic advantdge in taking a PSE job. Forty-

" six percent of the prillie sponsors interviewed reported that
many persons from-families receiving AFDC or other public
assistance were unwilling'to accept PSE jobs because of the
wage, level. For these families, the PSE wages after taxes
were reported to be not much higher than—sometimes éven
below——the value of cash welfare allowances plus related
benefits such-as medical services and food.stamps.

'3

"There is reason to believe that these statements are not
merely excuses for poor performance. Sponsors who

. reported that welfare recipients'were reluctant to apply for=
PSE after the 1978 amendments had above average shares of

-

24. See Appendix. N




-

o
»
<

154 Participants L.
public assistance recipients before reauthorization and main-
tained the proportions after 1978. However, sponsors who
~54id that persons on public assistance were generally recep-
tive to PSE reported a sharp increase in the share for this
group after reauthorization—from 17 to 24 percent of total
enroliment (table 39).

R «  Table 30
Enrollment of Public Assistance Recipients
in"Public Service Employment
by Wage Effect, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas
Fiscal 1978 and 1980

* 7 Welfare receipints $
° _ as percent of
total enrollment Number of
- reporting
Wage effect on enrollments . 1978 1980 areas -
Areas in which wage <
discouraged enrollment .. .. .. 24 25 13

Areas in which wage did not -
discourage enrollment ....... 17 24 14

SOURCE: Reports from 27 areas.

Veterans

- Despite special efforts to recruit veterans, the share of
PSE enroliment for this group declined each year in the
1976-1980 period. The decline was sharpest after the 1978
amendments (table 31). Eleven of the 28 study areas used
such special recruitment techniques as arrgngements for
referrals from veterans’ organizations, special identification
of veterans in the list of applicants, and holding openings for
an initial period to give veterans priority in applying for job
opportunities. A number of the study, areas -attributed
recruitment difficulties to.the low wage and the fact that few

‘eligible veterans were avallable

N\
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Table 31

© . Veterans’ Share of New PSE Enrollments
) Fiscal 1976-1980 °
- Type of veteran - 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
- . ’ " (Percent of total enrollment)
All veterans ...... e 29 28 24 20 15
Special disabled ....... e 6" 5 4 3 - 1
Vietnam-era ...... AR, 12 12 9 7 -6
Other........covvivivann, 11 12 11 9 9

SOURCE: Special tabulations of the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey Westat,
Inc.

NOTE: Detail may not add to total because of rounding.

Women ) ' .

¥

Women are identified in the CETA statute as a significant
segment and_displaced homemakers as a“ Special target
group. Seven areas reported special reeruitment efforts on
their behalf. These generally took the form of contacts with
agencies which had a special interest in working with displac-

.ed homemakers or welfare recipients.

The proportion of women in PSE rose from 38 percent in

" 1978 to 46 percent in '980. Several explanations for this in-
crease were offered: women’s willingness to accept the lower
wage jobs; increased interest in the employmen‘f problems of
displaged. hOmemakers, interest 'in overcoming the sex
stereotyping of jobs; and the change.in the requirements for

' serving ‘‘significant segments’’ of the population. The initial
DOL regulations required sponsors to designate “significant
segments’’—groups_ which experienced special difficulty, in

. the labor market—and to provide service to these groups in ~
. relation to their proportions among the unemployed. ‘The
-1978 amendments, however, went further They specified
age, race, sex, and national origin as the *significant
segments. Moreover, the legislation required the DOL to

monitor the implementatior of those provisions, and it re-

. A »
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quired prime spofsors to justify instances where service to
the significant segments fell ghort of their incidence in the .

. eligible population. A num®er’ of areas responded to these” .
mandates by giving women priority in enrollment. The share
of women in. PSE programs, however, had been on the rise

- _even before the 1978 amendments due, in part, to special ef-

forts by some prime sponsors to redice sex stereotyping of
jobs. A few sponsors actively encouraged the employment of
womeg,,m such jobs as truck driver, carpenter, and grounds-
kéeper. Women also beneﬁtted from reduced empha51s on
and ability to enroll veterans. '

o=

Other Target Groups . \

Other graups whlch were specially targeted in a number of
the study areas were handicapped persons, ex-offenders, and
Spamsh speaking persons. Although persons with less than a

- high school education were not identified as a target group in
the tegislation, the emphasm on enrolling the low-income,
long termi unemployed had the,effect of reaching them.

N

.

Countercychcal/Counterstrucmral Purposes L ,”‘:j;'
. _and Results ¢ .7

_‘M

.’gf(%

_+ Congress intended to estabhsh separate PSE programs far
. the_structurally unemployed. (Title  I1/1ID) .and for the:
C cychcally unemployed (Title VI). However, neither the initial

nor the subsequent eligibility criteria were sufficiently dlf-

- ferent, to. produce clearly distinguishable structural and

countercychca} programs. PSE amission rules did not fun-
' nel only the structurally unemployed to Title II/1ID, nor did
. . they Ttestrict’ enrollmnt n _Tltle VI to the cychcally
AP 'unempkiyedr o ‘ .

ST T The 1976 a&d 1978 amendments tended to blur rather than
e . sharpemhe dlfferences between the two prograrﬂs By 1978
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the countercyclical Title VI program had enrolled larger pro-
portions of the structurailly ynemployed than the
counterstructural Title IID PSE program. Much larger

T shares of new Title VI enrollees had been unemployed 15

weeks or more and had i incomes at or below 70 percent of the
BLS lower living standard. This reflected the tighter income
and unemployment criteria apphcable to the'expanded seg-

»ment of Title VI after the 1976 amendments. Moreovet,

enrollees in Title VI were more likely than those in Title II to
have other characteristics of the striicturally disadvan-
taged—limited education, minority membership, and

« ““welfare status. . a

After the 1978 amendments, the proportion of disadvan-

a ‘taged persons in both Title IID and Title VI increased sharp-

y. The shift was larger for Title IID due to the more, exten-
sive changes in eligibility criteria and somewhat tlghter wage

limits in that program. By 1980 there was little difference .
between Title IID and VI in the pafticipation rates by.
" race/ethnic group, age, low educational attainment, and

unemployment history. The differences that did occur were

' 'con51stent with the more restrictive eligibility and wage limitg
*feE Title.IID, Title IID enrolled higher percentages ‘of per-

sons in low-income families and those unemployed for 15

* weeks, and lower proportlons of enrollees with. post-hlgh

school education (table 32 and figure 7). -
, Although the 1978 CETA reauthorization continued

separate PSE programs, the eligibility criteria and the wage_

limits restricted both programs primarily to persons who
were at a seriolis disadvantage in the labr market.
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- ’ . Table 32
- Characteristics of New Enrollees in CETA Title IVIID
and in Title YI Public Service Employment -
Fiscal 1976, 1978, and 1980

- :
.o : Percent of all new enrollees .
, ‘ 1976 1978 ‘1980
s T Title Title Title , Title  Title  Title
' Characteristic I Vi 11 Vi HD Vi
Female ................. 33 33 41 317 @ 44 -
i Age: 161021 ............ 19 24 22 .23 28 28
‘Education: - ) .
Less than high school . 32 23 19 27 36 34
Post-high school .. ...... NA NA  .NA NA c 2 ‘26
. Member of a * H ey .
Lt minority group......... 31 29 "3+ 40 48 49
. Family seceiving public . ' -
P . assistance® ............. 15 15 19 22 33 29
) Family income at or below . oy
70 percent of lower . .
. fivingstandard®. . ....... 4. | s 6., [T % 86
Unemployed 15 weeks Y . \ .
» OFMOME. , et ernnn. 25 33 3s T a1 . s41° 43¢

SOUﬂCE Specxal tabu[auons, Conlmuous Longitudinal Manpower, Survey, Westat, Inc.
Data for 1980 are from a sample of prime sponsor records, in placc of interviews of a sam-
ple of enrallees and must be considertd preliminary.

a. Includes cash and noncash public ass:stance
b. For 1976 this included persons in families recelvmg cash welfare or having mcome

. o’ below the OMB poverty lovel. . .
¢. Last half of fiscal year 1979; data for 1980 not available. o T
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: Figure 7 ’ '
Percent of New Enrollees with Selected Characteristics
CETA Title IVIID and Title VI, Fiscal 1976, 1978.and 1980

) . LEGEND N @
" PERCENT OF TOTAL ! TITLE /0O 0 ——
MEW ENROLLEES nTLe | -
- .
100 | "LOW INCOME * MINORITY FEMALE
ROUP ## .
. [4
. -
i
20 20 -
.
- P \’ ‘ * [>] v )
lo4/ | 0
N .
o o 4 =
7e 1578 1940 n7e 978 1900 7 1976, 1980,
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40} scmooL 40} mecipienTs |40 )
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. : .| .
o - .0 —
. 1767 'isTe T a0 " 976 mn’ 1940
- oy A - . 13

. SOURCE Continubus Longitudinal Ag\{anpower Sumey. Wcstat,.lnc. .
*For 1976 this, mcluded persous n famxhcs receiving cash wcll‘:u'eo: haVnn&mco&ebctow

the OMB povcﬁy lcvcl L . . R ‘{- Py R
**Hispanics, bfacks and other nonwhnc . )
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Effect of the Ellmmatlon of PSE , o
on the Characteristics of CETA Enro'llees. e

The phasedown and elimination of Title IID and Title VI

PSE, completed in the last half of fiscal 1981, is expected to

have little effect on the socioeconomic profile of enrollees in

CETA programs for adults. As noted earlier, PSE programs,

. injtially enrolled higher proportions of persons with
characteristics favored in the job market. By 1980, however, :

\ ‘ as a result of congressional actions to focus PSE on persons

seriously disadvantaged in the job market, the characteristics

of enrollees in PSE and in Title IIB training programs were
M very similar. 2

’,

. If the persons who enrolled in T1tle IIB’and VI'in flscal -
1980 are subtracted.from all new:enrollees in CETA pro- #
grams for adults, the largest effects are a 3 percentage point: |

* increase in the share for women and a3 point decrease in the .
proportion of enrollees with education beyond high school »

o - (table 33). With the elimination of PSE there:is also the

p0551b111ty that even those small variations will diminish as

persons termmated from PSE transfer to other programs
and some who otherw15e would have enrolled in PSE take
oL advantage of the remammg tfamlng opportunmes
SR Partlclpant Charactenstxcs S
(SR and Program Outcomq\s
' | * In addmo!i to assessmg eﬁglblhtycnterla in terms of con-

" fermance to )'the program’s purpose of servmg the structural-
.Iy‘or cychcally unemployed entry requlrements can also be
L "c.valuated in termg- -of their abllcty to enroll.persons who have !
th€. greatasr. potentxal for\i mprovmg their JOb income., The
s ’availap evuiéhce sfppor s, the conclusxon that enrollment
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Table 33 '
Charactgrxsncs of New Enrollees in CETA Programs for Adults
With and Without PSE, Fiscal 19802
ey ) - Adult programs '
. - - All adult less
. Characteristic - programs Titles IID and VI
- ' * (Percent of total)
Sex .
Male ..........0 ool e 51 ’ 48
Female ..............cvviiiiae, 49 . 52 ° .
Membeér of a mmomy gIOUP ....vnhnn. : 47, REEIIY YA
. -Age . , Ly
L Under22.. .. 28 (e 27
< "2t0dd.. ETTOR L6 s 3wd e
~ — 4Sandover....... et P e, 10 48
. Education P , ‘ /
. Schooldropout ..... \:» e 3\4 -0 35
Student, not a hlgh’ sc ?‘ ~ T - o
© graduate............. . P FUTTTRNNS b 2 ) .
- High school graduate . A . et ”’g""ﬂ

Post-high school education ... ....5
Income not higher than the pove
level or 70 percent of

. werty” . R '> ,\,f;_
- ™" living sfandard..... . 4 . ' 396
~y

Family receiving public assistance. .. .... e 30 L . ~2%

SOURCE. Continuous Longrtudmal Manpower Surv Westat, Inc. Data are from a sam-, _
ple of prime sponsor records, 1n place of interviews :5 a sample of enroHees, and musl bc
-considered prelitingry.

a. Included in CETA programs for adults are Title I1B, C, and D; Title VI; and Title VIL
Included in PSE are Titles llDand VI, , R

- . - “ N
‘o ‘ s
‘ of seriously disad’vantz{ged persons provides the biggest
payoff.. Persons who had the lowest earnings in the year
- before enrolling in ‘CETA made larger gains than &nrollees
with higher pre-CETA earnings.? The congressional deci-

sxon’T’serve the seriously disadvantaged among the struc- - ’

turally unemployed is supported in terms of program pupose

and %fﬁmency : o
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tion of the available pOpulatlon who were poorly educated
miémbérs of minority groups, female, or on welfare Only-

162 ‘Participants

- Symmary

"The effect of the 1978 amendments was to limit
enroliments in PSE programs almost entirely to persons with
low incomes and to increase sharply the share of PSE johs
going to the severely disadvantaged. By 1980, low income
persons were 92 percent of new enrollees, 17 points above the

" 1978 level. In addition, larger proportions of welfare reci-

pients, women, youth, members of minority groups, and
persons with less than a hlgh school educatlon had entered
the program.

The. reauthonzatlon act changes also brought the propor-
tion of drsadvantaged persons in PSE programs more closely
in line with the proportion of such persons among the long
term unemployed and of persons enrolled in CE’I‘A training
programs : . \

A c0rollary of the changes in the soc1oeconom1c profile of
PSE partl ants after 1978 has been the enroliment of per-
sons with fewér job skills than earlier part1c1pants

Ehgzbzlzty and Wage Restnctzons

The two dr1v1ng forces’<beh1nd the changefprofi.le of PSE
enrollées were the efigibilty and wage changes in the 1978
amendments. The eligibility restrictions had the greater in-
fluence for increasing the share’of enrollment for\minorities
and persons with low incomes. ¥he wage limitations were
rily responsible for th¢ larger proportions of women,

and the poorly educated.

The tighter ehgxbrhxy rules reduced the«po ulatron eligible -
for PSE from 18.3 t6 5.7 million and increased the propor-

persons with low mcomes could now, em‘oll The IO}Vered

:.\3,; ‘. R " . ] /‘:;,\,'
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f wages dlscouraged appllcatlons from persons who were bet-

ter prepared to function.in the regular job market. The effeet
of this was to open more PSE opportunities for the disad-
vantaged. . 4

The success of the eligibility and wage restrictions in re-
serving PSE for the seriously disadvantaged was not achiev-
ed without cost to other objectives of the program. The em-
phasis on enrolling the hard-to-place was at cross purpose
with- the placement objective of CETA. Further, the low
level jobs created to meet the new wage restrictions were less

useful to the participant and the community. Y

The percent of new enrollees who were from welfare
families increased even though, in about half the survey
areas, PSE wages provided little if any economic benefit.
" Nevertheless, the PSE program had little impact on pro-
_grams prov1d1ng transfer payments. Orily 2 percent of the
available' AFDC population and 4 percent of eligible persons
receiving UI were enrolled in 1979.- . .

’

The legislative provisions that identified 15 o}- ‘more

. groups for “‘equitable treatment,” ‘‘special emphasis’’ or

“‘special consideration’’ were largely ignored in about one-
third of the study areas:-In the remaining areas, efforts to

. implemerit the provisions often did not work well. Requiring

, special emphasis for so many groups was self-defeating.
. A}

Congressional insistence on serving the seriously djsadvan-
taged is supported by information indicating that enrollees
with lowest preprogram earmngs benefit most from CETA
progranis.

Loecal officials accepted the obJectlve of serving the
senously disadyantaged., Nevertheless, minimum qualifica:
tlon requirements for some jobs and trammg opportum ies
\were se and employers’selectégd the best qualified perso& if
‘more than one was reﬁerred The&e actions-were pérceived as
acceptable screemilg ) ) :

- Py
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The detailed requirements in the reguiations for eligibilit
determination, review, and‘veri'ficat'ion were seen as reduc-
ing the likelihood of ineligible enrollees, but, in a majority of .
the study areas, the costs were said to bg greater than the
benefits.

s

Congress sought to address the problems of two categories
-of jobless persons—the structurally and® “cyclically
unemployed—and establish separate titles for each group
(Title 1I/1ID and Title VI). However, neither the eriginal
t legislation nor the sybsequent amendments provided the dif-
ferential enrollment criteria that made this distinction effec-
tive. In 1980,. both progfams were serving stru%turally
unemployed populations with largely similar socioeconomic

" characteristics.

Eligibility Criteria, Eligibility Determination
and CETA Decentralization
.......-.The need for criteria that limit participation in CETA pro-

grams is irtherent in, a system that seeks to provide employ- -

ment and traiding to persons who have been least successful
in the regular job market. However, .excessive specificity
restricts state and local freedom to decide who among their

tion of the degree to which the decentralized design of CETA.

. is compromised to meet subs‘tfan'tive'nat‘ional objectives. The
evidence of the survey—that the tigher eligibility criteria of

the 1978 amendments were a major factor in the enrollment

of higher proportions., of seriously dfsadvantaged per-
*__sons—indicates that the criteria were a;%,propriate in relatioft
/W -~ 77 . N . . . . ,
1o the objectives. However, there i$ a serious question as to

"~ ‘the net benefit of the detailed eligibility determination and -

verification procedures in the 1978 amendjnents and the im-

~ plementing regulations. The procedures presently required
#* = forall CETA programs could be simplified to increase flex-
ibility and local control without relieving prime sponsors of’
liability for the enrollment of ineligible persons. ’

-,

'

-

o

%
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population require services. More broadly, it raises the ques- g




" who were most disadvantaged. e

Needs .Aésessinent
and Training

When the reauthorization act was under con§§d;ration in
1978, the U.S. unemBloyment rate had declined to 6 percent
from a high of 8.5 percent in 1975. Nevertheless,samong
groups with special difficulties*in _the laber market,
unemployment was still unacceptably high. Undeft these cir-
cumstances, thereyvas strong support from the Administra-
tion, public and private groups, and Congress to_focus the
CETA programs more directly on those in thé labor force

Recognizing that the effect of the tightened eligjbility any
wage ptovisions of the reauthorization act would.be to enroll
persons less jobiready than the earlier participants, Congress
mandated new program tools to improve their employabili-
ty. Two "areas were emphasized: better assessment .of
enrollees; and the linking=of public service employment
(PSE) with training.! o S

To enhance the employability of CETA participants, the
reauthorization, act requireq can individual employability
d\evelopmeng plan (EDP) fora‘éach person enrolled in a Title '

d \ . .

1, See statement of Senaior Gaylord Nelson in introducing the Senate Committce— Bill,
Congressional. Record, August 22, 1978, p. S13953. B
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II program.? The plan is to be used in selecting the most ap-
propriate employment or training program, taking into con-
sideration the individual’s skills, interests, and employment
objectives as well as job prospects: The language of the act
implies, but does not stipulate, that employability develop-
ment plans are to be prepared also for Title VI participants
who need assistance. To improve further the employability
of PSE enrollees, Congress set aside’a percentage of each
sponsor’s innual PSE allotment to be used for training.

The concept of linking tralnlng with PSE is not new. The
ongmal CETA visualized combining PSE with other services
and giving special consideration to jobs that provide com-
plementar}? trainfng. However, it was not mandatory, and
most Sponsors preferredpto avoid the administrative and pro-
_ gramgcomplexities lnv\ged in forging such links. Nationally,
only fractlonal amount$ of public service employment ex-
pend1tures were used for training. pnor to 1979. T

There were several assutiiptions implicit in the
reauthorization. act’s design for participant assessment and
the meshing, of training and public service employment:

o Individual assessment and training methods which had
been developed for readily employable persons could be
- quickly adapted to, their hard-to-employ counterparts;
clients could move smoothly from recruitment to assess-

- ment, training, and placement.

* Assessment and training activities could be combmed
with an ongoing subsidized employment experience.

* Despite the wide diversity, a. uniform set of re-

- - guirements alngj procedures could be applied to all areas.

-
' on

\ﬁ Title II. mcludes both comprehensive employment and trammg programs (Title 1IB),
pgrading and retraining (Title I1C), and PSE for the economically disadvantaged (Title:
1ID). Prior tg.the reauthorization act, comprehensive employment and tralm%g programs
were authofized under Title'I of CETA; Title I1 authorized. PSE for arcas 0 substanual

cae, unemplo\(ment (sec.chart l); % ”
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" transition of participants to unsubsidized employment or.

PR §
. The assessment of clients’ needs has always begn an essen-

<
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e Finally, the new legislative and regulafBiy requirements |

. could be implemented with-little disruption in the ad-
ministration of CETA programs. Even if some disrup-
tions were'to occur, they would be more than balanced
by the benefits—increased placement of*hard-to-employ
participants. .

s

faoer

In short, a successful design combining assessment, train-
ing, and employment for disadvantaged participants could
be constructed. The extent to which these assumptions have -
been borne out are examined in this chapter. It déscribes the
arrangements that sponsors made to meet these re-
quifements, the problems they faced, and thejfpact of the
new requirement on cllents and on program operations. Two
central questions are. addressed. First, does the preparation
of EDPs and the coupling of\trammg and PSE facilitate the,

.merely add another task for overburdened CETA Tariagers?
Second, have the new. requlrements increased the federal \
presence in local program operations and reduced - local

aut‘?nomy? - .

Employability Development Plan$

tial ingredient in vocational ¢ounseling. Widely employed in
the pre-CETA°manpower programs, ‘it continued to be prac-
ticed in the Title I (later Title IIB) programs of CETA. While
the original act did not specifically require employability -
development plans, it mentioned, as‘an optional activity, the
“as&essment of the individual’s needs, interests, a xl'\d poten-

' tial in the’labor market and referral to appropriate emplQy- -
ment, training, or other opportunities.”” There was|no
similar reduxrement for PSE enrollees, but the original act
did requnre plaps for pubhp servlce employment to include a

-

’ - ~
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description of ‘“‘programs to prepare the participants for

] their job responsibilities.”’

The significance of the reauthorization act is that it
(a) makes the language of the original act explicit, (b) man-
dates a formal procedure for linking assessments of par-
ticipants with definite plans for finding unsubsidized
employment for them, and (c) extends the assessment prac-
tice to PSE errollees in Title IID (structural unemployment)
programs and to some Title VI_enrollees.

It is the accompanying DOL regulat;ons (Sec. 677.2),
however, that spec1fy the five items to be included in eaclﬂ
. EDP: : - ' \

1. Assessment of the participant’s employability readiness;
2. Barriets to employment faced by the participant; .
3. Specific employment and training needs;
4. Specific services and activities to meet those needs, and
. 5. Individual plans for transition from program activities
to placement in unsub51dlzed employment

g,

In effect, CETA training and employment are to be blend-
ed W1th speC1f1c plans for 1mprov1ng the client’s chances to -
overcome‘personal and institutional barriers to employment .

»

. Current Practices oL .-

The EDP requirement is being im‘plemented“ All prime
sponsors in the survey report prepa’rmg EDPs for Title
1I1B/C and IID clients. Moreover, although not specifically
- required to do so, 90 percent also prepare plans for Title VI
enrollees and_over 60 percent prepare an equivalent of the
EDP fog Title IV youth programs. There are, however, some
Jrime sponsors who are .not persuaded that EDPs are

. necessary for all enr llees and, in such cases, their com-

phance is merely pro f¢rma, On balance, the 1nter1.\ctlon of

. ,AJ i [ s {\; s v g ; ,t},
.
.

1-91f‘4'3‘%’ ‘ )




. prime sponsors where there is relatively low r
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the EDP provision has given more prominence to the assess-
ment process.® _

Since reauthorization more sponsors have assumed the-
direct responsrbllrty for conducting assessment (table 34).
The use of'educational institutions to perform assessment
has also incrgased, while the role of the employment service
has dechned *The wide geog;aphrc coverage of the balance—
of-state prrme sponsors makes it impractical for the state of-
fice to conduct the assessment; activities. In Maine &and
Texas, the EDPs are prepared at the county level, in the
former by community based organizations, and in the latter

y councils of government. Arizona uses the local employ-
ent service offices to do the job while in North Carolina
each program deliverer is responsible for its 8wn clients.

In view of the EDP’s importance in the assessment pro-
cess, the qualifications of the gtaff assigned to thi§ task are
of particular interest. Findifigs on one measure of staff
quahfrcatlons—educatlonal attainment—are shown in table
35. :

-4 . - ¥
Prime sponsor or principal subcontractor staffs assigned

= _to prepare EDPs generally appear to be quahﬁed for the

task. More than half hold bachelor’s or master’s degrees in -
counsehng or, in a counseling related field; over one-fifth
have college degrees ina specrtlty other than counseling; and

'one-fourth have completed only high school. The staff with

trarnlng in counsehng are more frequently employed by
-of clients to

counselors. Persons preparing EDPs wh are,,college&
_educated but not trained in counseling, on t o%‘rer hand; -
often work in settings characterized by hrgh clr nt loads :

*
——‘—’_ ’
3. As used here' “ass'essmenl” refers to the process of determining an applicant’s skrlls.
terests,-and need;for training or services. “Employability development plan’’ is mpfaﬁof
action which mcludes the results of agsessment and prescnbes specific lralmtfg,“servrces, or
employment act{vities. - R

-
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Most often counselors prepare client EDPs prior to a551gn-

ment to training or to a PSE opening, but there are varia-» -

tions. More than'25 percent of prime sponsors develop some
EDPs after job assignments, and almost 10 percefit report a~
similar practice with some IIB assignments.

Previous research suggested that counseling is more effec-
tive when the association of the counselor and the client is
continuous and scheduled at regular intervals.* Our data in-
dicate that counseling for PSE clients was continuous, but
not regularly scheduled. Most prime sponsors (63 percent)
reported that individual ‘Title IID and.VI enrollees were
assigged on a continuing basis to one counselor who
prepared ‘the EDP, and handled all other counseling

assighments, However, the contact was likely to be irregular .

or infrequent. The irregular contact pattern prevailed even -
among prime sponsors having low client to counselor ratios.
Over two-thirds of the sponsors (68 percent) reserved their
more intensive counseﬁng for théir IIB clients. Like their
PSE ‘counterparts, IIB enrollees were a551gned to . one
counselor, but the frequency of ¢ontact and length of each.
session were likely to be greater. Several sponsgrs justified
this differential treatment on the grounds that such counsel-
ing was more essential for enrollees in training than in

3

.
-

Components of the Assessment l{g&cessé'

The requisites of a gomprehensive participant assessment
mclude aptitude” and skill testing, ascertaining functional
educatlonal levels, and identifying the need for such suppor-
, tive services as-transportation, health care, child, care, ,'md

e EaS. Bordm B. Nachman and S.J. Segal, *‘An Articulated Framework for Voca-,
non chvelopmenl ** Journal ofCounseImgPsychology, 10(1963)Jpp 107-16, C.G. Hen
dricks, J.G. Ferguson and C.E. Thoreson,,**Toward Counseling Competence The Stan-
ford Programs,” Personnel and Guidance Journal, 10 (1973), pp. 418-24; and J.J. Horap,
Counseling for Effective Decision Making. A . Cognitive- Behaworal Perspective (North

L3

Scituate, MA: Duxburg Press, 1979). .
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JEPE Orgamzatlons pronsnble for Partrclpant -ASsessment i
B - Prior To and’ After Reautharization Act .
; ~ Lo Sample ane Sponsor Areas .
- R R Number of sponsors? ’
T , ' . TiteIGIB) ~ . Title 1AID) - Title VI .
Orgamzatlon ‘ Before Adter Béfore After Before ~. After
Prime sponsor/program agent .............. 19 . 2. 14 <20 1S 19
‘ Employmentsemge...: ......... P, 7.. 5 .87 6 S A
PSE emplayer-.. ,.". e e " 0o " 0 2 2 2 o2
Educational mstxtutmn ....... e .5 7 . 1 5. 1 4, Z
Other orgaiiization . ......... el “ 8 "7 e .4 4 3 5 2
NO aSSESSHIENES, .\« o eevleatenvennneennnnss S SN 0 . 0o . 5. 0 i;
g Adds: to morc than 28 because some used more than_one type.gf-Qrganimgion for :;??cssmcnt. 2
Vs ‘ - . , =]
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T Table 35 . C S
Edncatlonal Attamment of Staff Preparing EDPs by Ratlo of Clients to Counselor :
) ] Sample Prime Sponsot Areas,. - : )
< R . _ ' Staff with . :
" Counseling Other '
. . degree degree - ~Total
. N --'Ratioof clients ., ~ * - -High school i number of
.. to counselor . education B.A M A. BA.- M A. staff
. A - ) TS (Percent) T : o
e Totgl e s e Ceerreeaens .- 25.6 '317.2 156 196 - 2.0 ° 250 - °
: High ratio(141:1 andabove) ,........s...... 26.4 ‘ 349 140 22.5 23 - 129,
Low rgtio (140:1 and belowy....... Ceeeaeas s 24.7 394, 174 \ 16.5 1.7 121

SOURCE: Reports from 21 arcas. . D L : / . o
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legal services. As table 36 indicates, each of these com-
ponents was prep'hred for Title IIB en.rollees by most of the
prime sponsor ‘sample prior to 1978. However, after
reaufhdr1zat1on, drdmatic gains were made in the array of
assessment components for enrolleessin Title VI and par- -
ticularly in Title IID. For example, Title IID enrollees in less’
than half the survey areas were tested-for skills and aptitudes
prior to reauthorization. After the amefidments over 75 per-
. cent of pr1me Sponsors made these assessments.

Nearly all sponsors (25 out of 28) updated,EDPs for PSE
and Title 1IB enrpllees, but the: frequency and approach
varied. Ejght-sponsors updated enrollee”’ EDPs monthly or ¥
weekly, an equal number updated from' two Yo six times a ..
year, seven varied the frequency dependlng on cliemt needs; -

) “and two updated prior to termmatron In a majority of cases
s (15.sponsors), both partrcrpants and superyisors -or- instruc-,
" . . tors were contacted and information collected was limited. to
1tems conta1ned in the enrolleg’s orrgrnal EDP '

tzl;ty of the -E})P-.sl

, Whrle most prime sponsors, agreed tha,t the EDP pro 1sron\'r i
- had improved the assessment process, considerably fewer
~found that it. helped program plannrng and opeiatrons

\

t - ;”.vz

More than 60 percent said ‘that.the employability develop- -
ment plans improved the assessment functfon, a more '
posrtrve reaction than was found in an earlier study. (At that
time, July 1979, "about “one-half consrdered EDPs worth-
while.®) The sponsors were not so posrtlve, however; that the
EDP requn-ement had resulted in plans better tailored to par-
ticipant néeds. The affirmative view representing half the

5. Mirengoff et al.'4 The New CETA, p. .117,.




- ' - . Table36 - . .

\ . , Lo Components of Participant Assessments Before and After Reauthorization Act ] S
= by Title, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas o g o
ot . o - ---77 == “Number of sponsors . ° . .
. ~ " TitlelIB -- .- - __TitlelID " - Title VI -
* Assessment component - Before  After Before - After ° * Before ‘After g .
_ - Aptitudetest ........ TSP 23 28 .13 3 27 C2 g
Sklllstest ...... e i i © 23 26 14 22 ., 15 ) 22 E
- Basic educationlevel................... veee A4 © 26 12 23 14 21, 2
_ ¢ Need for: Transportation..b............. L. 25 28 18 823 21 24 &
" Physical healthcare.............. 21 24 14 21 15 20 , 3
Mental healthcare............... ) | 23 12 19 '14’ 19 5 ,
Childcare ............ccooeinnns 24 2 15 21 18 20 s
. * Legalaid....... it 17 21 13 20 14 19 ‘
. . Other....... e 8 9 7 - 8 6 « 7
Employability development plana ............ 2 , 28 16 28 <17 26
SOURCE Reports from.}& areas . - . , L .
a. “Before reauthouzatlon act™ columns refer to thanumber o['!ponso;; usmg the equivalent of an EDP at the time.s -
. o . LI ’ . h , - |
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respondents was expressed by Q”ne of the field observers wh.o
*found t-hat.

.. The. contrrbutron ‘of the EDP-seems to be .
grea@r attention pard to-the assessment process, .
with intake counselor arid the participant agreeing
on an . .., appropriate plan. The EDP enhances\1
the counselor’s sensrt1v1ty to the partrcrpant s needs

: . and goals ) ) \
. . The contrary view was taken by a respondent who observed

- that:* . . , .

¢
There still remains considerable pressure to, assign
applicants to whatever program is open, and for
each intake center to give preference to vacahcies in

N . programs operated by its own parent organization:
"‘There are [also] no arrangements for a succession
‘of services involving an 1nter-agency flow of-
clrents , : A

Affrrrnmg the positive . contribution' of EDPs, ad-
mrnrstrators pointed out that they"rdentrfy chent obJectrves‘
more effectrvely and enable staff to work more directly on

achrevrng these objectives. They were considerfably less -

»

sanguine, however, on the use of EDPs as tools for planning
and developing ‘training programs. Fewer . than one-third
used the plans for these purposes. In rhost instances, the
»  EDP was .vr ed as a tool to be used in.the context of ex-
1st1ng programs and community resources. While the EDPs
~\could'provrd‘e the information necessary to determine the ag-
. gregaté program needs of participants, 'such use was infre-
quent A ﬁeld observer reported: , . . >

- EDPs are not used to defermine aggregate client
needs g0 that programs to meet these needs can be
".  developed. No such ratronahty exists in this system.
L. . The selection. of programs i$ bas,_ed largely on .

4

?
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polrtrcal consrderatrons and clients are,,peferred to .
then on the basis of openings,'and*t. lesser ex-
.- 'tent, clrent skill levels ’ &

Those who d1d nofp see'the EDPs as 1rnprov1ng the assess-
ment process complained about the’ added paperwork
demands fOl; additional staff, and the slowmg of intake.
They viewed the EDP as an unnecessary burdén routinely
performed to meet” federal requirements. As one field
observer noted; \ s -

“They have 1mproved assessment sdmewhat but
their impact on plafning and_operation has been
nil . . .'the EDP stdrts out OK, but it is skewed to.
take advantage of whatever openlngs the pnme,
sponsor has at the trme Ce -

~

Supportrve Services . . . .

’

Properly executed the assessment process identifies, not
only trainihg and employment needs and objectives, but also
the supportive services necessary to gvercome personal and
env1ronmental impediments~ to employability. The U.S.
Department of Labor has identifjed two ‘‘principles’’ to
gu}de prime sponsors in the development and use of suppor-

tive services:® . -5
- M ‘°/

o Partrcrpant need for supportrve service tends to be in-
*drvrﬁralrstrc and requires attention on a case-by-case
basis_in order to be effective. , - .
¢ Many other agencres and organizatfons in a primé spon-
4sor’s _area are  heavily involved in supportive.
"servrces . Prime sponsors should develop a suppor-
-+ ¥ tive service desrgn whrch makes full use of the area’s
resoﬁrces . .

»

oot

_—f-—— . . A
6. Manpower Admunistration, U.S. Department of Labor, Program Activities and Services
Guide for Prime Sponsors Under CETA, April 1974, p. 11-9. v

H
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The survey suggests that although resources were present,
their use was limitéd. A wide range of supportive services in-
cluding transportation, health care, child care, and legal aid,.
are presefit in more than three-quarters of the spomsor areas.
Despite their presence in the community, most informants
reported that the PSE participants werg often not served

because, appropriate services were not accessible, were too _

costly, or adequate arrangemients for referrals were not
made. ]

Child care and transportation were the services most often
needed and used by participants. They were, however more
frequently selected as ‘‘most needed’’ than as ‘‘most used”’
(table 37). Transportation was cited as the foremost need in

y rural areas, child care and basic education as the most meed-
v ed and used in the' larger urban .areas. Although the EDPs
were useful in individual counselmg situations to identify the
need for and availability of supportive services, they general-
ly played no-role irl the.planning or developmen; of suppor-

& tive service programs in the commumty
s ‘ Table 37 :
Locat Officials’ Perceptions of Supportive Services < -
* Most Needed and Used by CETA Title IIB/C, Title IID
and Title VI Clients, Sample. Prime’Sponsor Areas
’ ) . Selected as Selected as
- Service ’ " most needed * most used
. . (Percent of areas selecting service)
* Childcare.............co..n. 33 25
Transportation ............... Co32 o, 26
‘Physical health ............... 2 LT 9
o . Legalaid ................. .. 2 5
- Mental health ............. ... 0 ® 2
‘ Other ....... e i 3 - 3 .

+ SOURCE: Reports from 23 areds.
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_Administrativé and Program Issiey

g A previous study, conducted-esly two months after the ef-
fective date of the reauthorization act,” found sponsors
uncertain about their ability to implement the new EDP re-
quirements. They were particularly worried about the
preparatiqn of forms, frequency of followup, and the assign-
ment of additional responsibilities to already overburdened
staffs. . . -

s -

"The current survey, conducted 16 months later, found that
once they got over the initial shock, most sponsors made ac-
commodations to meet the new requirements. One-fourth
had conducted similar assessments prior to reauthorization
and had no difficulty in implementing EDP requirements.
Among the majority who experienced difficulties, the prob-
lems centered around increased workload, added paper-
work, and the additional time needed for intake. Sponsors
also cited inadequately trafned staff and. difficulties in
developing a suitable EDP form. In rhost cases ‘sponsors
solved these problems by reassigning existing staff, modify-
ing assessment procedures, and, in a few cases, by hiring ad-
ditional personnel. ~

The introduction of the EDP process, requiring counseling
interviews and followup, increased - unit, workloads for
CETA staff in more than 70 percent of the sample areas.
However, possmly becausé Of an offsetting decline in the
level of PSE eqrollments there was no corresponding in-
" crease in the S1ze of staff... .- -

For prlme sponsors who had been assessing participants
prior to reauthorlzatlon as well as for those who treated,the
EDP requ1remen§ superficially, the added costs were general-.
ly marginal.-But for others, particularly those who attempt-

!
»

| .
7. Mirengoff, et al., TM 117-18. :
. 4

. f// . ‘ 2_0’1



.
. AR . -

* Needs Assessment & Training -179

Ve

b v
ed to use the EDP to improve assessment, the costs were
0 much greater. One research associate observed:

‘ The benefits both to improved assessment, more ef- *
. ficient use of counselor time, and thé contributtons
' to identifying gaps in sérvices and activities must
outweigh the cost of developing the EDP by several
magnitudes. T he only issue concerning balance of
/ benefits and costs may lie {rr the requirements to
. /update the EDP. The cost to the client of coming
¢ finto the office and the staff costs associated with
' calling on the client seem almost as high as the ®®sts

o '{ of initial development of the EDP.

i Respondents suggested several ways in which the assess-
ment process could be further improved. Most frequentl
fheard was greater federal direction and guidance. Many

) respondents expressed a need for specific procedures for
+ preparing EDPs: guidance in selecting skills and attitude
» tests, advice *§s to timing and frequency of followup
' assessments, and staff training in adapting to disadvantaged-
3 clients the approaches developed for mainstream workers.
.. The counterpoint was also heard; several respondents viewed
i the EDP requirements as ‘centralization gone awry. One -
4 southwestern sponsor air%ued that the-assessment ‘process
\ 7 “should be left to local discretion: ‘‘With federally required
| - EDPs,, everyone is -back merely “to meeting \federal re- |
quirements rather than focusing on serving the clients.”

/- - ~ Training in Public Service

E/, ) Employment Programs
" .By adding a training component to PSE programs, Con-
gress sought to"‘enhance the employability of the serjously
disadvantaged unemployed who were now the focus of PSE,
especially in Title IID ‘programs. Under the original CETA
legislation, prinle sponsors could use part of their PSE funds

. ! N
N *
¢ .
H
.

202
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fer training. They could assign some of their PSE enrollees
to_classroom, on-the:job, or work experlence activities nor-
mally provided for Title I (later IIB) clients. Or they could
provide PSE participants with supplemental trammg m con-
junction with their employment. Actually, few prime spon-
SOTS chosegrther course; only a fraction of Title IID or Title
VI enrollees were grven any. formal training.®

)
To ensure that the new trammg‘requrrements would be
met, Congress stlpulated thé proportions of PSE allocations
to be spentoji PSE training. _Starting (with 10 percent of Title
. 1ID allotments in fiscal 1979, the percentage:was to increase
to 15 percent in fiscal 1980, 20 percent<n 1981, and 22 per-
cent by 1982. ‘In Title VI, .10 percent of the fiscal 1979
allotments and 5 percent for each succeeding year were fo be -
reserved fQr training, employabrlrty counselmg, and servicest "

To enfor& the training requrrements regronal offices of
the Department of Labor must review expendrtu;es of prime
sponsors penodlcally Jf not up to the required funding level,

* the prime sponsor must prepare a “corre;:tlve action’’ plan.
During fiscal 1980, ekpendrtures to train PSE enrollees were
$137 million for Title" IID and $86 million for Title™
VI—amounting to 9 and®6 percent respectively of total ex-
pendrtures for PSE enrollees.’ .

[

However some Jbservers felt' that the gegloyal offrces
“should concentrate less on numbers and'more on the quality
of training. The emphasrs they believe, should be on how

N L4 -
@ N

£ In l)cal 1978, slrghtly over 1 percent of PSE expendnures was used for traiming, training
. “allowanges, and servrces to clients, This includes training a small proportlon of Title IID
and Title_ Vlenrollees assigned exclusrvefx to.classroom and on-the-job iraiming, as well as
. those PSE workers who received some part tuﬁe,trammg of supportive services. e

9, Io calculating the proportion of expendftures thargeable to the 15 percent set-aside for .
Trtle 11D 9dd § percent for Tutle VI, percentages are applied only to thelportion of funds
sp&nt for participants in pubhc seryice jObS Because of reporting limitations in fiscal 1980' .
thg $137 nullion and $86 miltion include expenditutes for training but noj forfwages and
allowances of tramees If wages and allowances were included, the percentages would be
hrgher . * " .4 -




" fiscal 1980. During that same period 34 percent.of Fitle D

,C1pal type received by, both Title '1ID -and VI enrollées;

B . ’-\
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' . : V4
well training is integrated with the PSE experience, and how
closely it relates te occupational demand. Federal pressure to
meet a fixed expenditure quota without regard for these con-
mdpra?‘ons may encourage training of dubidus value or may
result in paying for training that coufﬂ be available from
pubhc institutjons at lower costs. _ &

The po'st-reauthorlzatlon patterns of ‘PSE training, the1r
comparisons with earlier practices, and the expenences of
sponsors in linking training with employment prospects are
exammed in_this section. . :

- Patterns of PSE Training

PSE trammg patterns can be exammed in two ways: f1rst

by the fonm of training sponsors offered and, second, by the
ptoportion of trainees in each type. All sponsors in the study -
sample offered some form of training. The basic patterns
used alimost universally to meet the training Tequirements
were skill training (9% pereent of areas) and job search train- -
ing (92 percént of areas). Work orientation and adult basic
education (both offergd at 77 percent of the sites) were also
common]y prov1ded,‘and in mary instances job search oriep- ,
.tation with skilt training was offéred. Skill training and adu t
basic education were offered in schools and\ggalll certterrs kS
Most courses (56 percent) were ngen on release t1me and for \
less than 20 hours per week .

For the Umted States as a whole, 33 percent of Title I
and 28 percent of Title VI PSE enrollees received trammg in -

and 22 percént of Title VI enrollees in the study sample
recgiving trainipg. Occupational sktll «training was the prmg-
<6 N
followed by job search and’ orientdtion to work environment
(table 38). As the differences in. partxcxpant characteristics™

~mlght suggest, a slightly higher’ proportlon of Title IID * -

201
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enrollees tadk occupational skill and basic education as the .
principal courses, while Title VI enrolleks more frequently
were given job search and work orientation training.'®

Table 38° -
Principal Types of Training of Public Service ployment Parnclpants
Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, Fiscal 1980 -

Percent distribution *
of participants trained? ,

Type of training "Title IID  Title VI
Total ..oovovvee.nnn e e 100 "100
Occupational sknD ............. e 49, ) 46
+Job search and orientation 5. .
- to work environment .................. C38 43
Basiceducation ............ e 10 7 )
Other ... i 3 4°

SOURCE: Reports from 20 areas. Data are averages of percentages for each area. -,

" a. Based on unduplicated count of participants who recelved training by major type of

training.:  * \ :
. .

Sponsors implementéé"training requirements in a variety
of ways. Some stipulated a set of required courses and the se-
.quence in which they.must be taken. Others gave participants
more discretion, differentiating between refjuited core
courses and supplemental offerings. A southern consortium,
for example, prescribes a 28-hour mandatory course in “‘job
survival training.”” PSE participants who failed to complete
. .. the.required sessions after two. enrollments were terminated
" “from their PSE positions.:zSuccessful pa"rt1C1pants could™
%snroll voluntarily in an adult basic education course offered
through the county hoard of education. All enrollees in the

. tenﬁimonth of PSE employment were encouraged to take a
T 30-‘110ur job searth training course.... < '

3 .
N i

g
.

10. Thesc flgurcs are somewhat hlgher than those reported in an earhcl’ study (Apnil 1979),

but dnffcrcnccs in study r\nelhodok)g;es do ot permit a direct companson of the two

pcrlods See Robert C. Cook et al. Bﬂbltc Service Employment in 1980 (Princeton, NJA
- Prmcclon Regional Research Ccnlcr, T98l ln protess). <.
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An eastern prime sponsor offered an atray o§ 32 skill

training and basic education courses at a local community

college. Title IID and VI enrollees and their counselors

selected courses approprlate to current work assignments or ,

EDP findings. These courses were followed by job searcﬁ ' .

training during the last three months. ,

Not all prime sponsors provided traming tied to partici-
* pant progress in the PSE program. In one midwestern coun-
ty, for example, the most compelling consideration was to
_meet federal expenditure requirements. On the theory that
““it couldn’t hurt,” all Title IID and VI enrollees were re-
quired to take such courses as cardiopulmonary resuscita-
tion, mathematics, and money management. A prime spon-
£ sor in the rural south focused almost excfuswely on job
search training. Despite the limited course offerings, there
were.difficult traveling and scheduling problems. As a resuit,
theré was little individual programming of trammg and
unevéh course attendance.

Sponsors proffered a.iumber of reasons, not necess®rily
exclusive, for their choice of training programs. Most fre- .
quently cited (50 percent of reporting areas) was the desire to
provide the type of tramlqg indicated by the assesStent of ’ \
participants’ need§. Improving the marketability of enrollees
was mentioned by 19 percent, and an equal number made
their decisions on the basis of client interest. Expediency was
also a consideration. Twelve percent of the sponsors pre- . ,
red to provide uniform types of training, across CETA

n response% questlons about training plans for fiscal
1981, most sponsors said they did not propose significant
changes. Some changes were planned in order to meet
federal. expenditure requlrements, and others involved ex- |
panding existing offerings. These efforts resulted in some
wasteful expenditures. A research associate from a balance-
of-state sponsor noted that: ,

S
(-4

~
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. PSE training requirements had to be implemented
" too quickly,”and the BOS sponsors received no

guidance in how to proceed with the task in a ser-
vice area involving 90 counties. The IID training
provisions have encouraged wasteful spending for
.the sake of nothing more-than complying wlth .an
arbitrary percentage figyre. By placing a premium
on meeting expenditure figures, CETA has
discouraged the use of low cost community college
training and encouraged reliance on high priced
consultant services and short-term job search train-

ing. {

Prior to reauthorization, the linking of training to PSE
programs was optional rather than reéquired and was offered
to PSE enrollees at over one-third of our sample sites.!"’

~ Since 1978 the program offerings have been expanded rather
than altered. Job search and work environment orientation
were ‘the courses most commonly added.

Sponsors who, prior to reauthorization, had the in-
frastructure to use and the experiencé from which to judge
the new training and expenditure requirements were the most
critical of the new requirements (table 39). They also were
more likely to provide separate programs or facilities for
their Title IIB/C and PSE enrollees. Sixty percent of those.
sponsors who provided, PSE training prior to reauthorization
had separate programs or facilities for Title IIB/C and PSE
enrollees. In contrast, less.than 18 percent of the sponsors
who did not provide this training prior to reauthorization -
had separate programs or facilities for their IIB/C .and PSE
enrollees. Sponsors to whom PSE training was new more
readily accepted the post-reauthorization requirements and

11. Despite the availability of training at thesessites the actual expenditures for trammg
prior to 1978 were mmimal and only a minority of PSE cnrollecs received training (see p.
180).




" Needs Asséssment&’fraining , - 185

viewed the establishment of separate facrhtres as erther un-
, manageable or un ecessary : T
. Table 39 - - f
Prime Sponsor Perceptions of Expenditure Requirements !
, by Eifstence or Absence of PSE Training,
" Prior o Reauthonzatron ‘Act, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas

Perception of expenditure requirements

Title [ID ' Title V1
. PSE training prior Not + | Not
' to reauthorization ~ Appropriate appropriate Appropriate appropriate
. . (Number of areas) -
Training offered ............... - 3 7" 4 6

Training not offered ............ 7 10 2 . .5
SOURCE: Reports from 27-areas. - '

B

L]

Linking T rammg to Emponment

»

The rationale.for infusing publrc servrce«employment pro-
grams with formal training was to improve participants’
chances for obtaining unsubsidized employment In addition
to.providing temporary, federally supported jobs for the
unemployed, PSE programs were now charged with a
broader responsibility—to provide oecupatronal and job

- search skills that wbuld - facilitate therr JommgI the
. mamstream of the labbr force. .

@

L]

A maJorrty «(57. perdent) of the respondents indicated that,

s Slance, the trammg provided to PSE enrollees 1mproved .
their a‘brlrty to obtain unsubsidized employment. One prime
sponsor pointed out that “‘since thé types of PSE jobs
presently available are almost &ntirely dead énd, acquiring
skills through training js the partrcrpant’s primary hope for

obtaining an unsubsrdrzed Job ” ¢ o

Although other provisions of the reauthorrzatron act, i.e.,
the limits on duratron of enrollment and the 1ntroductron of
" EDPs, were, in part desrgned to encourage transrtron,

[ R -
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. respondents most often 1dent1f1ed the lmkmg of training with

PSE p?,ograms as the 'provrsmn having a direct effect on im-
- proving transmon rates. (See chapter 8.) The subsampte of
sponsors who stated that training improved transmon pros-
pects were also prov1dmg the most trdining.

A comparlson of the p,lacement rates of ‘these groups
before and after reauthorjzation suggests an association be-
tween training activity-and placements for Title .I¥D
enrollees. Sponsors training an above average proportlon of
T1tle 1ID enrollees placed 43 percent of their participants in
 fiscal year 1980, compared- w1th placement rates of '33. per-
cent for those trammg a belomverage proportion of
enrollees. In, 1978 both groups had placement rates. o£43 per-
cent. This fmdmg suggests that high levels of trammg may
act to counterbalance the reduction in placements that would
.accompany both the tighter eligibility requirements and the
downward shift -in the types of jobs since reauthorlzatlon
Comparable rates for Title VI enrollees were 33 p'ercent for
both sponsor groupings’in 1980 and 34 percent in }978

I jugtifying their support of: the trammg prov151on s im-
pa placements, ‘several sponsors said that PSE ‘trammg
added 51gmf1cantly to an enrolleé’s credibility in applymg for
unsubsidized employment. A certificate from an educational
or training institution often assisted in placement, since it
, suggested both that the appllcant was interested in career
development and had°obtamed trammg ‘

There were, however,.a m1nor1ty of respondents (21 per- . -~

cent) who were sgikeptlcal of the impact of training on im-
proving placem;cnt prospects. They expressed several reser-
vations about Current practices: splitting PSE enrollees’ time
between work and training could weaken both; in contrast to
the training offered under -Title IIB, PSE training (par-
ticularly the job se¢arch and work orientation), was offen
superficial; and factors other than training, such™as mofiva-
tion and labor market conditions, might be as important-as
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training in obtaining employment. However, even these
critics supported the concept of combining training with PSE
as a strategy for improving employment prospects.

Implementation Difficulties

Attempts to mesh training with public service jobs in a
meaningful way presented new challenges tQ CETA sponsors
in their dealings with participants, employing agencies, and
training institutions. The survey suggests tHat the logistical
h;ghféms‘ of accomplishing these linkages in ways that meet
. b ith the vocational objectives of the enrollees and the job
©« _Zprospects in the labor market could be formidable, par-
ticularly in depressed rural areas with few employment and

)4 training outlets.

.

* Not surprisingly, a number of sponsors eicountered
resistance from participants because of interruption of work
or loss of inceme where training allowances are paid instead
of wages. Two-thirds of the sponsors interviewezKr:gorted
resistance -from employing agencies inconvenieneed by
* disrupted work schedules. Further, a number of prime spon-
Sors found. that training agencies were not adaptable enough
to proyide training on short notice. The training institutions,
in turn, complained about the poor attitude and absenteeism
) ‘of those PSE enfollees who were reluctant to participate in
. training programs. To avoid many of these problems some
" sponsors, as the pteceding section indicated, resorted to the
expedient of offeririg a general cdurse in work orientation or
job search methods at the beginning or end of the'employr . ~
ment cycle. ‘ e, B

-In addition to .zesistance .from employers, participants,
" and training institutions, sponsors reported difficulties in
 achieving the coordination necessary to implernent an effec-
s ..tive work traintng program. The absence of coordinated ef-
_ forts often reflects differing percéptions on program objec-
- ti’ve;»@ne‘ field associate observed: :
210 .
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Iti$ not-the ‘coupling’ (of work and training) that
, does the damage, but it is the imbalance, the undue
emphasis on PSE as an employment subsidy for
local governments, that does the harm.- If par-
ticipants and employers were given the clear
understanding that training was the overarching
purpose of their getting together, then PSE work
experience could be a valuable c@mponent of the
overall training.

-

Desplte such operational difficulties, nearly all prime

+. - sponsors interviewed belleved that the training offered con-

“t

tributed to the ability of many participants to -obtain jobs
“and, on balance, was worth the costs incurred. Most saw a
- payoff to employers in terms of better performance on the
job and an opportunity to identify workers with potential for
transition to regular employment. Some also felt that the in-
-creased employability of the hard-core unemployed would
benefit the community by increasing its pool of trained
workers. - - ~ ”

‘ Summairy

The reauthonzatlon act sought to design an employment
and training system more sharply centered on persons on the
lowest rungs of the socioeconomic fadder. To accommodate
the special needs of disadvantaged part1C1pants,othe legisla-
tion prescrxbed employability development plans for Title II
and some Title VI enrollees and requlred that training pro-
grams be added to PSE jobs. These amendments are be1ng )
implemented and have given more weight to the assessment
process and ‘more recognition to the need for enriching the
- PSE experience. A mdjority of respondents felt that in-
troduction of EDPs has improved the assessment process
and that new training requirements ‘have increased par-
ticipants’ chances of obtaining unsubsidized emp!oyment

.
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Fighres ort placements s‘ugg'ést thet sponsors who emphasize
training may have higher than average placement rates for
their Title HD em‘ollees

The: nnplementatlon of the new requlrements has been |
achieved at some cost. The insistence on minimum rates of @
PSE training expenditures for all SpOnsors encourages waste,
adversely affects the quality of trammg, and coggtrains local
fle‘lelllty.. Other fmdmgs

Although EDPs were mtended primarily for Title IID
clients, most prime sponsors have extended the practlce
to Title VI participant$ as well.

* The emphasis on assessment reflected in the EDP provi-
sions has resulted in organizational shifts. Some spon- -
sors have taken over this responsibility from the
employment service -or other delegated agencies.

e Most staff preparing'EDPs have had specialized train-
.ing in counseling. The most .qualified counselors are
found at sites having the lowest client/counseloy ratios. _

e Most administrators view the EDPs as having improved
the assessment process, but there is less agreement on
whether plans are now better tailored to clients’ needs.
There is alsp some question as to whether EDPs are used
as tools for planning and deyeloping training programs.
Some sponsors treat EDPs as @ pro forma comphance .
exércise. ' v ]

* More than 30 percent of PSE, enrollees, in 1980, were

ece1vmg some form of training. Occupational skills,
‘job search, and orientation to the labor market were the
-principal types of training: © © —

* While most respondents believed trajning of PSE par-

_ ticipants enhanced their ability to obtain unsubsidized
employment some were skeptical. They pointed out
that the splitting of enrollees’ time weakened both the
training and job components, and they stressed the im-

Uy 8
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portance of riorrtraining factors in obiaining unsubsi-

_ dized employment. ’
. Sponsors who had offered training to PSE participants
e prior, to reauthorlzatlon were partlcularly g:,rmCal of the
" new training expendlture requirements, tending to v1ew

: . them as art1f1c1alIy~h1gh -

: " o “There are difficult operatrona‘l problems in meshmg,
. " .- training and work*schedules and in finding the right
v " combinations of learning and work experience. Spon-
- sors are confronted with resistance from employers
.because of disruption of work schedule rom some
employees who resist training. There afe alsop/froblems
in finding training outlets offering the kitrds of training

needed. . . .

.
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An ong the most important of ths 1978 amendments wep,e R
. the Yestrictions ‘on_the wage levels- that could be paid fof T

publlc service employment,j@bs, Major objectives of thé&e-_ '
restraints were fo limit em‘Ql t in PSE to persons who , *
had been.least su‘gcessful in ¢btaining unsubsidized employ-«
‘ ment "and to curtail, the substitution ‘of PSE workérs for -
-, regular employees of government.' The lower wage leveIs T sl
(and the tighter eligibility criteria) resulted in the enrollment :
of larger proportions of the "seriously-- disadvantaged: ,
s However, tite new wage limits forced the development of .
low-skill PSE jobs that were considered by. local officials to
be less useful in prov1d1ng publi¢ services to the commumty
o and less likely to provide.the kinds of job experience that °_
- - would help. the part1c1pants obtain unsubsidized empioy- .

- ment. . °
' . ’
! . o ) .t -~ -,
- , . < ”“
. . + ¢ . . * op :, -
- 1. The substitution of CETA.enroIIecs for rcgular employees of govcmmcnt is examined i in, . “'?'

N Richard P, Nathan et al., Monitoring the Public Service Employment Program: Thé Se-’ N
cond Round. See also Mxrengoff and Rindler, GETA: Under Local Control, pp. 173-90; . :
and Michael Borus and Daniel Hamermesh, ““Study of the Net Employmcnt Effects of «

Publxc Serv,xcc Employment—Econometric Analyses,” pp. 89- 150 R 5 o
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Average Wages

' leglslauon of 1973.

PSE Wage Changes'in 1978

Early CETA legislation limited the wages that could be
paid PSE%enrollees to a national average of $7,800 and set
$10,000 as,the maximum that could be paid from CETA
funds.? However, employing agencies were free to supple-
ment the PSE-wage without limit. Many of the PSE jobs
_paid $10,000 to $15,000 and suggésted "to Congress that the
wage limits permitted abuse. Such high paying jobs were
suspect as instances of substitution and of the enroliment of
persons who could obtain employment without the
assistance of CETA. The 1978 amendments sought to resolve
these problems by tightening the ellglblhty requlrements and

?
id . ' '

- e

>
q

The national average wage for PSE jobs that could be paid
from CETA funds was reduced from the $7, 800 per year to
$7,200 for enrollees entering after April 1, "1979. The 1978

amendments, however, permitted the average wage to be ad- -

justed annually to reflect national wage changes for regular
jobs. This increased the PSE average from $7,200 i in the last’
half ‘of fiscal 1979 to $7,653 for fiscal 1980 and to $8,271 for
fiscal 1981. The average PSE wage for each area varied from
the natlonal PSE average depending upon the relationship of
local wages for unsubsidized jobsin each area to the nagional
average. °© .

Maximum Wages . s "

PI‘lOI‘ to the reauthorization, the maximum annual PSE
‘wage that could be pa1d from CETA funds was. $10,000. The

e g
td - s N

2. The Emergency Jobs and Uncmployment Assxstancc Act of 1974 (Pub L. 93 567) Sec.
209(b) set the average wage at S7 800. The 510000 maxnmum was in the basic CETA

°
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- reauthorization retained the $10,000—for areas where wages

for-regular jobs were above the national average. However,

" unlike average waggs, maximum PSE wages were not’ad-

- plement the PSE wage. No supplementation as permitted .

justed to reflect rising wage levelsy

Supplementatior; of PSE Wages L

The ~ 1978 amendments "constrained the *, previously
unlimited freedont of agencies to use their owny funds to sup-

for Titk'IID jobs. For Tifle VI, supplement‘s could be no
more than 10 percent of the CETA’ maximum wage, except

.in a few areas where wages, for regular Jobs were 25 percent

* A N
.

or more above the nat;onal average. PSE wages in such areas
could be supplemented by up to 20 percent of the area’s max-
imum CETA wage '

Prevallmg Wages. = -°

. ,\“é‘ 4

The implementation: ©f the new wage provisions was com-

plic\ated by the continuing requirement that PSE enrollees be
paid “‘the prevailing rates of pay forpersons employed in
similgr occupations by the same employer,”’ -

‘o

Effects of Wage Changes

Following the implementation of the new wage pfovisions,
the average annual wage of new enrollees, which had been
rising steadily, dropped by 6 percent from $7 821 in the first
half of fiscal 1979 to $7,363 for the last half (table 40). The
reduced wage was 10_percent above the poverty level for a

family of four ($6,700), and 31 percent below the Bureau of -

‘Labor Statistics lower living standard income level ($11,546).

Lower PSE wages at a time of rising wages for regular jobs
and the established policy that PSE workers must be paid the
prevailing wage meant that many PSE positions'that became
open after 1978 could not be refilled. Prime sponsors

"

oo
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responded to these constraints by discofitinuing the use of
some high-wage positions, writing down the duties of others
(restructuring), and developing new types of lower wage PSE
jobs. They also shifted PSE positions to nonp{oflt agencies .
where it was easier to develop low-wage jobs.

. ) Table 40
: Average Wage of New Public Service Employment Ehrollees
L ) Fiscal 1976-1979
: ’ 1979
o First Second
Wage : 1976 1977 1978 half ° half
' Average hourly wage ... ... .. . $3.28 $3.54 $3.68 $3.76 $3.54
) Averageannual waged . ... ... $6,822 $7,363 $7,654 $7,821 $7,363

SOURCE! Spenal tabulations, Continuous Longuudinal Manpower Survey, Westat, Inc. , ~
a. Derived by multiplying the average hourly wage by 2,080 hours. i
L

‘

Average Wage Effects |~ -y

Jobs discontinued. Eighty-six percent of the' areas
sprveyed dropped some of their PSE positions as a result of
the new"average wage requirements. In 25 percent df the
areas, more than half the jobs were discontinued (table 41).
By far, the most important reason for dropping PSE jobs
was the absence of positions in government agencies with en-
try wages low enough to meet the wage provisions of the

) 1978 amendments together with the requirement that PSE
pay the prevailing wage. ¥he lack of skills among PSE ap-
plicants that limited théir usefulness to the employing agen- -
cies and the extra work in reorganizing wage structures and
superv1smg lower skill enrollees also influenced the decisions

" to eliminate some types of PSE' positions (table 42).

e
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Table 41 .
Proportlon of Public Service Employment Jobs Discontinued
» % Because of Lower Average ‘Wage Reguirements
T Sample Prime Sponsor Areas

’

! . Percent of
: Proportion "of jobs discontinued ' eporting areas

N —

More thap half....... . PR U o 25

" One- fourfﬁtQ,gpe half ..o e,
Less than oneu‘ﬂwurth ) :

. Sél}RCE: R{port-S from 28 areas.

- © Table 42 R
- Factors Influencing.Decisions to Discontinue -
Public Service Employment Positions i
Sample Prime Sponsor Areas .,

Importance rakiking -

Factor . 1 2 - 2
(Percent of

. repovrting areas) .

<'7 100 100 100.

o . - ‘i )
* Allreports .....
Few low-wage posmons avaxlable

-

work to develop low-wage jobs .
Inadequaté number of apphéams wxlﬁrfg

to accept low ‘PSEwage......... " g
Orgarnized: labor- objections to

low-wagePSE;Jobs,......\......"..'. ‘

SOURCE, Reports from 24 areas. S
-G "':NOTE' Detail 1 may not add to 100 percenj because of roundmg
o ’Only 2zarcas provideda hird most 1mportant factor.

In the prevmus survéy eonducted two months after the ef-
fectlve date of the revised wage requxrements, almost all
CETA dlrggors ant1c1pated that positions requiring, profes- -
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sional, technical, and craft skills would be de-emphasized in '
favor:of low level clerical, laboring, and service worker
" jobs.? These expectatlons did in fact materialize. In the
Y followufr survey, conducted after 18 months of expenence
with the .new wage provisions, three-fourths of the areas
where wages were reduced reported that the jobs most fre-
q§en§y‘eliminated were in the professional, technical, and
rmmstratlve categories. Paraprofessional, craft, police,
and! ﬁreﬁghter occupations were ranked second or third as
the types of jobs most frequently discontinued (table 43).

Least likely to be dropped were clerical, operative, and ser-

vice worker jobs (other than police and firefighter).

[ . Table 43
R “l'ypos of Public.Service Employment Jobs Most Frequently
Discontinued. Dueio the Lower Average Wage Requu'ement .
. Sample Prime Sponsor Areas™ = " 0 7T
. ’ Ranking B
. Occﬁpational group 1 2 3
! ; ‘ : (Percent of
o S -t -~ reposting areas) e
Professional, technical, and administrative.... 75 21 0
Paraprofessional..............cciiiinnenn 4 42 0
Clerical................ RO 4 0 0
Craftworkers .............. feeieaean JE 0 12 46
o Operatives ...... rerieraiaaad i 0 0 8
- g Laborers., ..ol 4 4 12
* Servx_c?(orkers Pohceapd firefighters. ...... 12 21 25
‘ Other service workers ....... 0 0 8 &=
; ’SOURCE:‘Reporls_ {rom 24 areas. . on ) ’ 2
" NOTE: Detail may not add to 100 percent because of rounding.
= ¢ . ) ) . ., 4 ! R
2w Job restracturing. A second method practiced by prime

sponsors to meet the lower wage requirements was to restruc-
ture PSE positions by reducing their skill content. Govern-
ment:agencies in all but one of the 24 reporting areas

-

3. Mirengoff ctal., The New CETA, p.83. o
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required to reduce PSE wages used thlS method, as did non-
profit organizations in 20 of these areas. Clerical jobs were .
most frequently redesigned in both government agencies and
nonprofit organizations. Professional and paraprofessional
jobs were restructured in some instances and discontinued in
others (table 44 and figure 8). Although low-skill occupa-
tions were less frequently restructured, some laborer and sét-
vice worker _]ObS were modified. Thus to some degree, the ef-
fort to meet the new wage levels reduced the skill content of
JObS which were already of a low order. In about a third of
the survey areas some jobs were merely retitled without a real
change in job content. Restructuring in some city agency

~ PSE jobs in Philadelphia consisted of four days of work per

week at regular (unioq) wages and one day-of training and

" counseling at the minimum wage. -

Table 44

By Type of Hiring Agency

Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, April 1979-September 1980

_Types of Jobs Most Frequently Restructured to Meet
"Lower Average Wage Requirements

.

Type of hiring agency and ranking

Government Nonprofit
. agencies organizations
Occupational group 1 2 3 1 2 3
(Percent of all reporis)

Professional, techiicaly . o

and administrative. £ ... 29 s 0 2 4 5w
Paraprofcssnonal ........ : 17 10 15 17w 22 14
Clerical .........:....... 42 10 5 38 13 9
Craftworkegs............ 0 5 l§ .0 4 9
Operatives .._.é’.n ........ 0 10 15 s 0 0 14
Laborers................ 4 38 10 0 Y 14
Serviceworkers ....4,.... 4 19 35 4 22 18 |
No restructuring ......,.. 4 -5 5 17 17 18"
SOURCE: chqrts from 24 areas. >

™~

* NOTE: Detail may not add to 100 pcrcent because of rounding.
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- S * Percent of Reporting Areas that Restructurethobs : S S )
« - and Types of Jobs Restructured .
Government Agencies and Nonproﬁt OrgaT\izatlons . . b .

- o

NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS
9

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES.

- NO RESTRUCTURING

CLERICAL

CLERICAL 38%

2%

PARAPROFESSIONAL
7%

"|ParaPrOFESSIONAL

O

ERIC

PR .1 7ex: Provided by ERIC

PROFESSIONAL
TECHNICAL AND

ADMINISTRATIVE
29%

v B .oom

PROFESSIONAL
TECHNICAL AND
. ADMINISTRATIVE

25 %
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New jobs for PSE. In addition to discontinuing some
higher wage jobs and restructuring others, néw types of jobs
were created for PSE in 20 of the 24 areas where a reduction
in PSE wages was necessary. Job titles sych as ‘‘laborer
aide,”” “‘custodial trainee,’”” and. ‘“‘community service aide’’
wer€ gt uncommon and indicate the entry and sub'entry
characten\of the occupation.

-~

At the end of fiscal 1980, after 18 months of operatron
under the new wage’ requirements, 42 percent of the CETA
-~ directors reported that more than half of their current PSE )

°

o jobs were either new or restructured. o , /

Proportion of PSE jobs  Percent of
new or restructurgd reforting areas _

More than half.”........... 42
One-fourth toone-half ...... 21 °
Less than one-fourth ........ 38 4
- " A - N '
SOURCE: Reports from 24 areas.
by
Problems in creating lower wage jobs. About 85 percent of ~
W the prime sponsors who restructured or created new jobs to

reach a lower average wage ran into difficulties. In some
. agencres, the personnel structure or policies precluded sub-
*~  entry positions. In other instances, elected officials and
supervisors felt that the low level of service obtam@ble from
sub-entry positions and the amount of the, supervrsron re:
quired by workers in those jobs removed theincentive to par-
ticipate in PSE programs..In one-third of the areas whe
PSE wages had to be reduced, some government employing
agencies withdrew from the- ~program. There were also .
- reports of resistance to restructuring from nonprofit
orgamzatrons and umons ) : ‘

~

In about half the areas where ]ObS were. restructured or
new jobs created, prime sponsors had to exert extra effort to
negotrate revised job structures for PSE and to assist hiring _

- - . R o
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" agencies that were writing new job descriptions. Smaller
organizations and nonprofit agencies in particular needed
such help. Because of the difficulty of job restructuring in
government agencies, greater shares of the program were
shifted to nonproflt organizations. Despite these efforts, ad-
ditional job, restructuring and new job creation were still
necessary in half the study areas toTeach or remain in con-
formance with the average' wage requirements. ,

o

Wage Supp?ementation Effects

Supplementation of the CETA wage which had been wide-
ly used prior to the amendments was largely abandoned after
1978. By 1980, supplementation was eliminated or used for
less than one percent of the PSE jobs in three-fourths of the
study areas and was used for no more than 5 percent of the
enrollees in most of the other areas. The drop in wage sup-
plementation did not occur immediately ‘after the 1978
amendments because persons receiving supplements prior to
October 1978 were “‘grandfathered” for the period of their -
enrollment in PSE (table 45). Two areas_continued relatively
high rates of supplementation in 1980, Both were financially
distressed cities that were using PSE workers to assist regular
eglployees in providing essential municipal serv1ces

/ Supplementatlon was cut back for”several reasons. The
" major element.appeared to be the unw1lhngness of PSE
employers to use their own funds to support the.kind of low
wage. positions that were available following the 1978
amendments. Government agenc1es found that the restnc-
tions on supplementation and other wage limits prevented
them from reaching the wage.levels necessary for the kinds

of PSE- jobs they most wanted to fill such as pohce,
‘firefighters, administrative assistants, and junior profes-
-sionals. Before 1979, more than half -of the wage sup-
plements exceeded the-amount permitted: after the 1978

e e . P
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amendments and 72 percent of the supplements had been
added to jobs that paid a CETA wage of $10,000.*
Table 45
Percent of PSE Enrollees Whose CETA Wage Was Supplemented
/ by the Hiring Agencies, Sample Prime Sponsor.Areas

1977, 1979, and 1980 . .,
' Percent of reporting areas -
Percent of all PSE enrollees  September * May June
receiving supplements .. 1977 1979 1980
Total ...ovvvennn.. e 100 ‘00 - 100 - T
Zero......... vcret. 8 48 ‘
Lessthanl ....... e 0 '8 ¢ 30 7
105 vt T " 30 22 .
6LOIS ..oiviieiiiiannnns -35 2% /.0 .
'16 OTMOTe..Z.ucvuevacen.n. . 26 .26 . 4 . ~ |
Average percent of enrollees R .ot
receiving supplements .. ... 15 . 13 2
SOURCE: Iieports from 23 areas.* ' '
. NOTE: Details may not add to 100 percen‘t' because of rounding.
. §.. , -
In- some instances, sharply lower supplementation _
reflected a shift in the prime spansors’ view of the PSE pro- |
am—from one in which jobs were provided to unemployed
- persons with the skills’ necessary to provide useful public ser-
vices to one in which the purpose ef serving the most disad- —

vantaged far outweighed the goal of providing useful com-
munity” services. A number of prime sponsors with this
perception ruled out supplementation as an option avallable
to PSE employérs. . N .

Supplementatlon was also used less often because of the
shlft of.a greater share of PSE jobs to nonprofit organiza-
tions: These agencie$ seldom had the resources to augment
the CETA wage., :

4. lbid., pp. 90.92.
k )
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In two-thirds of the study areas, the limit on wage sup-
plementation resulted in the elimination of some PSE jobs.
Those hardest hit were the professional, parapro essional,
police, and firefighter positions.

One-thlrd of the areas reportcd a difference in the kinds of
occupatlons funded under Title VI and Title IID because
supplementation was permitted in the former but not in the
latter. - o

Maximum 'Wage Effects

Prime sponsors in about half the study areas found that
the maximum PSE ‘wage, because it ‘was not adlusted for the
rising level of regular wages, was more of a hindrance to-pro-
gram operations in 1980 than in 1979 Between June 1979
and June 1980 the largest governmental units in,26 of the 28
study areas provided cost of living or other general wage in-
creases to fheir regular employees averaging 7.5 percent. As
a result, more of their regular job classes had entry wages

which were above the maximum that could_be paid to PSE

workers. In 15 of 28 areas, PSE jobs had to be dropped after
enrollees left because the entry wage exceeded the CETA
maximum. Again, the majority of these positions were in the
professional, technical, and administrative group but also in-
cluded police and fire protection jgbs in a few areas.

A few prime sponsors were more troubled by the fixed
maximum than by the average wage; especially those that
were interested in filling higher wage positions and were will-

_ ing to offset the effect on average wages by developing lower
_ level positions for other PSE enrollees. The fixed maximum

made. it very  difficult to shire a. few especially needed -

employées in exchange for others whose contrlbutlon to an
agency’s mission was smaller? S
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" Average ‘:Wage,' Had Greates‘t Impak{? *

‘(table 46). The CETA maximum wage which, unlike the

_ general complaint in these areas was that the maximum often
”_prev?hted themt from hiring small nu'mbers of higher wage
_personnel necessary to supervise PSE enrollees ‘or perform
“other specialized tasks. ' s '

A
P - AN

} — S ; . ’*/

Wages, Jobs & Services - 203

Of the three types of wage limitgtions in the 1978 amend-
ments, the average wage constraints continued to have the
greatest éffect on the jobs arﬁi services provided by PSE pro-
grams. In ma“r_ly.axea&thé'é'\"éragez,Wage was more important
than the maXimum wage becausg a job at or near the max-
imum would requiré two or more offsetting jobs at or.mear .
the minimum to meet the required average wage for the area.
For exampl, after January 1, 1980, the federal minimum -
wage was $3.10 per hour or $6,448 per year. In Phoenix, the -
average PSE wage was set at $7;362s the maximum was
$10,000. A PSE job at $10,000 would Have to be offsét by .
three jobs at the federal’ minimum wage to achieve the re-
quired average of $7,362.- © - .-

-Inover 80 percent of the study areas, the average wage was
also’ the most difficult- of the wage changes-to im-
plement—primarily because of the difficulty of developing
low-wage jobs that would not conflict with established job
classification structures but would still provide useful ser-
vices and job experience. ° - .

. The influence of the average wage, 'altho.ugh ‘still'p.redbmi— .
‘nant in 1980, had diminished somewhat compared with 1979

average, is not adjusted annually to reflect wage escalation,
was tBe most important of the wage factors affecting jobs
and community services in a small but increasing number of
areas, or it shared that position with the average wage. The

.. L .
.
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_ repomng areas
1979 i '1980

e CETA maximum wage ~'¢'i 2y ; Py I
v Lower ave age and limit on supblementgmon e -
Lower erage and: CETA maxlmum R
.0 Don tknow ...l T e L

° & RN .'-,’~ ) I
New Wage Bqe in 191 - JTmena L

In December 1980, Congress raised the base for the na-
tional average PSE wage from $7,200 to $8,000. The
legislative vehicle for this change was PL 96-583 that extend-
ed Title VII, the prlvate sector initiative program of CETA.
Since the $8,000 wage base was tied back to 1979 and was
subject to annual adjustments for general wage escalation;
the effective national average wage for flscal 1981 was
$9 190.. . .

” . a“
.

PR Effects of Enrollee. Quialifications
* R on PSE Jobs *

2
.
[ ~

‘. Local ofﬁcrals ina large majority of the study areas (86

o \percent) believed that applicants for PSE jobs after the 1978

CETA amendments were not as’ well qualified as those *
available earlier. The llmrted job skills of the new enrollees
influenced the types of pos1t10ns used for PSE and dimin-
ished the usefulness of the public service provrded -
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_ .= Fdctors Affecting.the =~ .~ * )

Skill Levels of Enrallees _

The survey ‘explored the effect of three factors thought to
) inflienice the -enrollment of lower skill _persons in PSE: s
= e11g1b111ty restrictions, wage limits, and local labor market
» conditions. The more restrictive eligibility criteria wgre a fac-
. ‘tor in .all 24 .areas where enrollees with fewer skills were
\Zeported and ‘the most important factor in 15 of the areas

<

\(table 47). Respondents gave low PSE wages-as the leading
. reasons for the decline in the qualifications of enrollées in o
nine areas and the second most important factor in another .
ten. In these areas the low skill level of PSE enrollees wWas at-- |
tributed, in- ppart,'to self screening—persons with marketable |
“  skills who were eligible for PSE found that they could earn
more in the regular job market. Also, experiénced
unemployed workers often preferred unemployment 1n-

] surance payments p a low-wage PSE job. s
Table 47 ' LT
Factors Responsible for Enrollment of Lower Skill Workel:s .,

Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, 1980
Importance ranking o

: ' Factor - 1 2 3 S
. (Number of areas) i 4
Ehglbnhty restrictions ...t veue... Levennnas s 8 ! °
Wage lmits o ooeeeinennnnn. EPRORI PRI 9 10 1
Tight labor market ......... T o * 3 .
SOURCE: chorts from 24 areas. . ! ’ .

s
Changes in labor. market condmons had little effect on the
quality of applicants for, PSE. Only four of the 28 study
« aréas reported that 1mproved employment opportunltles was,
a second or third factor in a reducéd supply of skilled ap-
plicarits for PSE. In a majorlty of the areas, employment ‘
conditions had worsened, but this too had little effect. Ex- L., W
cept for a few areas, there was 11tt1e or no increase in sjulled Teo.

e LB L
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apphcants@ecause the unemployed with work ‘hlStOI‘leS were
seldom eligible for PSE or, if eligible, often preferred to
draw unemployment insurance benefits.,

In sum, the 1978 amendrnbents had the intended effect of
discouraging persons with strong skills from competing for
PSE jobs with th_ose less prepared for the world of work.

Impact on Jobs and Services .

Jobs. In two-thirds of the study-areas, the lower skill level
of persons who enrolled after the 1978 amendments influ-
enced the types of jobs that were established. The skills need-
ed for craft, professional, paraprofessional, and higher level
clerical jobs were less often available, and PSE employers
- résorted to a variety of ‘‘trainee’”’ pomgrons However, the
new wage restraints had a greater efféct on PSE ]ObS and
were responsible for most of the restructurlng and
downgradmg of PSE positions.

e
]

"Other consequences of the changes in the PSE par-
ticipants’ skill profile included the need for more supervision
and a loss in productivity.

Services. , The more limited job skills of the new enrollees
did not have a major impact on the kinds of agencies in
which they were employed but did affect the level of services.
For example, prior to 1978 some government agencies had
used PSE in adm1nlstrat1ve/profe551onal positions such as.
planner, coordinator, probation officer, or as police and
f1ref1ghter In nonprofit gfganizations enrollees had worked
as project leaders, casew rkers, and skilled clerical workers.
_After 1978 these skills often were not available, and the same
agenc1es‘used the public service employment slots for lower
level clerical and other support positions. As a consequence,

both the quality and the quantity of services suffered. ,

. Training. The legislative mandate to use a portion of PSE
funds for the training of enrollees had very little direct im-
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pact on the types of jobs approved or the types of communi-___—,
ty services provided. However, many officials pointed out

that the volume of public services was reduced by the
absence of PSE.enrollees from their assigned work while in
training. In some instances it was necessary to shift PSE jobs

from agencies that could not accommodate the interruption

of work and from locations that were inconvenient for the
training of enrollees.

Changes Reported by the
Contmuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey

The response of prime sponsors in the study of the effects
of the wage and eligibility changes on occupations is consjs-
tent with data from the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower
Survey (CLMS). These-data indicate that in the six months
after April 1978 (the effective date of the lower average wage

~ reqmrements), the proportion of all new PSE enrollees hired
for professional, technical, and administrative jobs dropped
from 20 percent to 14 percent. The share for craft workers
alsé~declined. These reductions were offset by increases in
the proportion of clerical, laboring, and service worker jobs
(table 48 and figure 9).

Table 48
Percent of Yyew Public Service Employment Enrollees
by Occupational Group, Fiscal 1977-1979

, Second half
Occupation®§ group 1977 - 1978 1979

p T : =
Total new enrollees {est.). ........... 359,000 . 545,000 203,000
(Percent of total)

Profess‘fonal. technical,

and adminis¥ative 21 20 14
Clerical - 23 24 28
Craft workers " 10 s 11 8
Opferatives 5 6 6
Laborers 22 . 21 24
Seérvice workers 19 DA} 21

SOURCE: Special tabulation, Continuous Longnudmal Manpower Survey, Westat, Inc.
_ NOTE: Detail may not add to 100 percent because of rounding.
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Figure 9

Percent of New Public Service Employment Enrollees By Occupational Group
Fiscal 1978 and Second Half, Fiscal 1979

PERCENT LEGEND
20 0CT. 1977 - SEPT. 1978 ,///4
- - APRIL — SEPT. 1979 % D ‘ v
T : ) i
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, , . WORKERS, ~ .TECHNICAL, WORKERS . % -
: ) * AND ADMIN. <y . B
SOURCE: Continous Longltudmal Manpower Survey, Westat, Inc. - . -

-

*
*Data for Apnl Septcmbcr 1979 are used because the wage restrictions of the 19 /&aﬁendmems were not fully effcy:uve until Apnl 1979.
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Occupations of PSE Participants - ; - 3 ]
and the Long Term Unempioyed a

Pl‘lQl‘ to the 1978 amendments PSE enrolled persons with .
high level skills in greater proportion than their share of the
long term unemployed. Twenty percent of PSE enrollees
were in professional, technical, and managerial pos1tlons, ) ‘
" only 13 percent of the long term unemployed were last
L employed in these categories. The accommodations made to
‘ meet the wage and eligibility provisions of tlie 1978 amend-.
- - ments brought the PSE-sharefor those occupational groups
to about their levels among the long term unemployed and ’
also reduced the share of craft jobs filled by new PSE '
énrollées relative to the long term unemployéed., Conversely,
relatively larger proportiohs of PSE -than of the long term
s - unemployed were class1f1ed in the lower skill c¢upations of
“+  laborer, service WOrker, and’”clerkgafter 1978 (table 49).
These shifts indicate that the programi “Was more often serv-
A ing its primary target group—persons experlencmg the
greatest difficulty in obtaining employment.

]
[

The Role of Nonprofit. Organizations.

employment and training programs since the early sixties.

Their role was acknowledged in the original CETA legisla-

tion and given special emphasis in the Conference Report on-

the 1976 CETA amendments which stated, ‘“The conferees

expect prime sponsors. to providea substantlal portion of'the * .

PSE project funds to nonprofit agencies~. . »* The con- T
r " ferees believed that PSE operated by nonproflt organizations L o
. “‘would insure that real new jobs are created and av01d the . f
_substitution of federal funds for services customarily provid- Py o
ed by state and local governments.”’* In. 1mp1emen}1ng the IR

Nonprofit orgamzatlons (NPOs) have pgfrtlmpated in ¢ /

—— . PR
“s. U, S Congress, House, Emergency Jobs Program Extension Act of 1976 Conference ' H
Report H R. Rept. 94-1514, 94th Congress, September 13, 1976, p. 17 /’e Y \' )

o




L oAt S Table 49 - ) Lvd
i o 'j‘ i Dso'ibntlon of Occupations of-New Public Service Employment Enrollees e
§ . ‘ and the Long Term Unemployed, Fiscal 1978 and 1979- )
) . 1978‘ j - 1979 & *
- T s~ T Jobsof T = ~ Last job of the « Jobsof Lastjobofthe & ‘
Lo 7 KX " new PSE Tong tetm” . . new PSE long term 2
e Oocnpatlonzl group - enrollees unemployed enrollees? » unemployed 5
i - - - .
. L ;‘ i » . - .o . ] . @
T e : e h A (Pefcent of total) . & S
x Total......:.........‘........",‘: 100, ;100 100 100 , Do
5'_" Professxonal techmwl,, s oo - ) . fo ' g :
-, . and managefidl ... oo .20 .13 T 14 13 a E
£ Clerical ... 5. il e 24 14 28 14
© Sales......i.l.nles RURPUPE 0 - . T _4 0 R
- Craftworkers.‘ ....... Caepeaeeens S 2 -8 S
N Operatives .vio..ev.iennn.s 6 22 ' 6 S A o
T Labdrers..'.....;.;’..'....:...‘.%._. 21, 9 24 10, Lo
¥ Service Workers .......... e . 18 15 21 15 v ;
"NG work expétience’ .. v ..\ ... ) 0. - Pl < .0 ! \ :
SOURCE PSE—Speclal tabulauons, Contmuow: Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Westat, lnc Long term unemployed—l980 Employmem “ .
and Training Reportof t???rmdent p.267. -, s ! o
NOTE: Detail' may not add to totalstbecause. of rounding. ) ;
:_ 'Refcrs to second half of FY 1979—after the effective date of the new wage and eligibility restncuons. ¢
_‘ J T /, ) ) - s .
: . T L 4 : R .
- . - e . . e .o 'y
& ]: TC - 2 3 3 . . b
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congressronal intent the DOL was more explicit. It inter-
preted “‘substantial’’ to ‘mean at least one-third.*

e A study made after ‘the 1976 amendments found major
. differences between PSE programs operated by nonprofit
organizations and government agencies with respect to the
kinds of persons employed and the services performed. ’
Enrqllees in nonprofit organlzatlons were much more likely
than those 'in government agencies to be working in profes-
sional .and paraprofessional- positions; PSE participants
employed by government agencies were ‘more likely to be
- working as laborers. PSE activities sponsored by nonprofits
%~ were more often social services and'art projects; government
‘ \ agenc1es were more heavily oriented to' public’ works and
maintenance proJects and. to. the development of park and
recreatlon areas =

Y
<

“ Influence: of the Reauthorization Act
" on Nonprofit Organizations (NPOs)

Although the reauthorization act did not specifically .
modify the role of nonprofit organizations, many of its | .
amendments significantly affected their part1C1patlon in
public service employment programs.

+  The nonproflt organlzatlon share of PSE employment- in-
creased sharply in the stydy #reas after the 1978 amgnd
: ments, from an average of 24 percent of total in 1977 to 38/
percent in June 1980. In June 1980, an estimated 140 000
" PSE participants were employed by private rgonprofrt .
.. ' organizations.and 230, 000, by government agencies. PSE -
: participants were moré than 3"percent of tofal employment
in nonprofrt [rganlzatrons and less than 2 percent of all state

o

R :
", & Field Memorajdum 31677, June 17, 1371, —— O
e . 1.Mirengoff et §l., CETA: Assessnent, pp. 147-48. {.' ) ) i
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and local government employees.® Although PSE enrollees

were only a'small proportion of total employment in non-

profit Organizations, they were sometimes a large share of .
the total in the agencies in which they worked. ~

The major factors in the increased shaﬁ*sLBSé going to
nonprofit organizations were the limits on PSE wages and
the tighter eligibility requirements mandated by the 1978
CETA amendments (table 50). Government agencies found-
it difficult, or not in their interest, te establish PSE jobs: at
the low wages tl‘l‘t were required. Nonproflt organizations, °*
however, were eager to expand their activities and to serye
the disadvantaged and were less deterred by the wage lrmrts
In about one-third of the study areas local officials reported
that the ponprofits were more willing than*government agen-
cies to employ the seriously disadvantaged.

The pattern, however, was not uniform. In about one-
th1rd of the study areas, the nonprofit organization share of
“PSE declined. The reason given most frequently was the
decision by local officials, in the face of a reduced PSE pro-
gram, to retain PSE positions in government agencies so that
important public services could be continued. In these areas,
the cutback in PSE was accomplished at the expense of the |
PSE operatrons of nonprofit organizations. - /

The effect of the requirement that PSE enrollees receive
, training was mixed. None of the respondents cited it as a -
most important factor in increasing or decreasing the role of
NPOs. Howeyer, 26 percent mentioned it as a subsidiary fac-
tor in increasing the NPO share of PSE, and'15 percent said

-«
8 Nonprofit organizations with 4,200,000 employees were assumed to be ehgible for PSE.
Included were nonprofit health, educational, and social service agencies, museums, etc. See
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 1977 Census of Service Industries,
5C77-A-53 (Part 2), pp. 52-53 for information on employment in private nonprofit
organizations. In June 1980, employment in state and lpcal governments was 13,400,000.
See U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment and Earmngs,
September 1980, p. 58. . . .~

"
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. @’
it had the opposite effect. In areas where the share for non-
profit organizations was reduced, the respondents indicated
‘ghat the relatively small number of PSE participants and the
.scattered location of the nonprofit organizations made it dif-
. ficult to set up training classes. Where the training require-
ment tended to increase the PSE posmons given to nonprofit
organizations, it was because they were mdére willing than
-government agencies, to deal with the complications involved

- in linking training and PSE jobs.-

«
-~ «

N Table 50
Reasons for Increase or Decrease in the .
- Nonprofit Organization Share of PSE Enrollments,
Sample Prime Sponsor Areas .

7 =

- o - Increases” ~° ~ - - Decreases:

;&'gh " importance ranking ™. injportance ranking -
A3 P '

P -Reason - 1. 2 3. 1 2 3 .

(Percent of all replies)
Wage limits in )

1978 amendments ...t. 70 7 0 0 - 4 0
Eligibility requirements ... 0 26 7 7~ 0 4
t - .,Requxrement 1o serve . .
g Iargct groups ... ... .. 4 i1 11 0« 0 0
Training requxrements A 0 i1 15 0 11 4 ,
Change in size of ® o ! v
PSE program .......... 0 0 -4 .26 T 0
Sponsor liability for .
ineligible enrollees...... : 0 0" 0 7 4 0,
. Increased monitoring -
requirerents .......... 0 0 0 T 7 7
. Other...... ...ccoevnnn. 11 0 4 4 0 7

SOURCE: Reports from 26 areas. " H

Other changes introduced by the 1978 CETA aménd-
ments, such as the prime sponsors’ increased financial Liabili-
ty for, the enroliment of ineligibles and the increased
momtormg requ1reme1:1ts .also influenced, tp some’ degree,
the sponsors’ decisions on where to allocate their PSE slots.

_ In no instance did these requirements work-to increase the

N

~ . 3 B
. .
. Y e 1"
- - N
< _ N .
¥ Q T ‘<,
< « . 200
FRIC 57 > T 35 .
o \' & “.‘ LI




e

£

b
£y

214 Wages, Jobs & Services

'

NPOs’ share, and in several instances, these factors tended
to reduce the number of PSE enrollees placed in nonprofit
organizations. Some sponsors, in the face of the new liability

Rrovisions,. were reluctant to entrust the PSE program to -

_ organizations with limited managerial strength. Others felt

that it would be more drffrcult to monitor the activities of
nonprofit organizations.

Effects of Increased Role

.« of Nonprofit Organizations

 To assess the effects of the increased participation of nen-
profit orgamzatrons in PSE programs, local officials were
asked how thé use of these organizations affected the kinds
of persons enrolled, the usefulness of the services-provided,
and the subsequent placement of enrollees in regular _]ObS

The.major impact expected was a lower rate of transition
to unsubsidized employment, Several reasons were cited. In
about three%ifths of the areas, most local officials believed

that the skills involved in the PSE activities of nonprofit ..

organizations were less relevant to the labor market than
jobs in government agencies. The PSE _]ObS sponsored by"

nonprofit agencies less often had a courniterpart in private in- -

dustry, Supervjsion was alleged to be inadequate; hence less
learning « occurred. In addition, thrée-fourths of all
respondents thought that the ability of nonprofit organiza-
tions to absorb PSE enrollees as part of their regular staffs
was more limited®than government agencies because of their
limited resources and job openings. ~ - .

In about half the areas which reported an increased share .
of PSE ‘gomg to nonprofit organizations, local officials said
that the'larger share was a§socrated with higher enroliment
of the more seriously disadvantaged. The causality ran two
ways. In some areas, a_greater share of PSE positions was
contracted to nonprofit organizations because they were

- FAR
f

es !

i




Wages, Jobs & Services . . 215

more willing than government agencies to employ and work

with the seriously disadvantaged. In instances where govet‘p—

ment agencies found it difficult or were less wxllmg to create

low-wage jobs, a large share of the PSE program went to

nonprofit organizations which, in turn, were morg¢ likely to
" enroll the seriously disadvantaged.

Public officials in a large, majority of the study areas

found it difficult to compare the usefulness of PSE services’

" provided by nonprofit organizations with those provided by 5

government agencies. However, the consexgus was that
although t;he kinds of services dlffered the greater use of
nonproflt Qrgamzatlons did not have an appreciable effect
on the overal usefulness of the PSE services.

The shlft of a greater share of PSE to nonproflt agencies
was expected to affect the types of services. PSE sponsored
by government agencies was percelved as more likely to pro-
vide “‘basic’’ services such as’ maintenance of public
facilities, police, fire protection, and educational services to
the broad public, whereas nonprofit, organizations were
\{nore,,ﬁkely to provide social services to a'more limited disad-

vantaged population. This is consistenf with the findings of
earlier studies on the PSE activities of government agencies-

- and nonprofit organizations.® .
\

-

Effects on. Usefillness of PSE-
Basis for Determining. N
PSE Services ’ -

More often than not decisions on which pubhc services to
" provide through PSE were. based on ad istrafive con-

siderations rather than-.on their advantage tg’:%ecdfnmumty
A plurality of areas«(36 percent) rank&d the wage rates per-

. ©

. . ‘ & R
9. Mirengoff et al., CETA: Assessment, pp. 145-51.
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" mitted for-PSE as the most important factor. PSE slots went
tp government agencies or nonprofit organizations that
could establish jobs for enrollees at low-wage levels even if it
resulted in less useful services. Positive considera-~

2 tions—community need for the services and the likelihood
that the PSE job experience would lead to a regular job for
the enrollee—ranked second and third in importance. The

"~ skills availarlgle/ambng PSE applicants also influenced the .
types of services provided. They were, however, most fre-
quently mentioned as 2 secondary factor (table. 51)

. Usefulness of Sgrvices

PSE continu?gd to provide usefyl community services to all
but one of the areas in the survey. However, in half of the 28
areas the public servicés were perceived. as less beneficial
than those available prior to the 1978 amendments, Officials
in one area thought services were more useful,"and the re-

mainder Teported littfe change. *
' Table 51_ - S :
‘ *Basis for Determining PSE Services g
. Sample Prime Sponsor Areas-
' Importance ranking
: Factor : 1 2 3 '
’ . (Percent of ) .
. " reporting areas) ) (
Wage rates permnted for PSE ..... A 36 . 14 18
Usefulness or community need ’
fOr the ServiCes. . .. v vvvv s vueenesenns. cen. 29 L7001
leehhood that the work would- lead
to a permanent job ...... e T e 14 11 29
Skills available among PSE applicants . .. ... A 7" 43 14

Capability of agencies to carry out .

their proposals...... A RN 4 4 18 .
. - Political considerations .................. c.. 7 11 7
PSE training requirements ...’ .. ....... PO 0 11 4
OtheT .o e ' 4 0 0

SOURCE: Reports from 28 arcas.
NOTE: D_etail adds to more than 100 percent because of rounding.
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Views on the usefulness of PSE to participants after the
1978 amendments were less frequently negative.
Respondents in 39 percent of the survey areas thought the ef-
fects of the amendmeénts were adverse, while 29 percent con-
sidered them to bé beneficial. The remaining one-third
perceived little difference (table 52).

N . Table 52 °
Effect of Reauthqrization Act on Usefulness of PSE Services -
to the Community and to the Participants
Sample Prime Sponsor Areas

o ml’c@nt _Of
) Effect on uséfulness reporting areas

To the community:
Moreuseful .............. e . 4
» About as useful ;
¥ Less useful . 50

To tlie participants: » .
More useful 29
About as useful 32
Lessuseful .... .0 ... .c.oiiiiiiiiiunnnins. -39

SOURCE: Reports from 28 areas.

.~ .

“Effects of Wage Restrictions ) " .

A Iarge«majorrty of the CETA d1rectors stated that the .

wage Iimits in the 1978 amendments lessened the usefulness
“of the PSE program to communities and partlelpants (table |
53). In a riumber @fiareas, the permrssrble PSE wage was
below the established rate even for entry level posmons To
avoid v1olatmg the prevailing wage requiremeént, sub-entry '
jobs were created. ‘However, in the view of many prime
sponsors, these jobs did not provrde the kinds of services
_, most needed-by the community; nor did the PSE enroHees
" Peceive, the kinds of job experience that would substantially
improve their opgortunmes for unsubsrdxzed empleyment.

»
‘ B
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Table 53 o ’
Effect of PSE Reauthorization Act Provisions on the Usefulness
. of Services o the Community and to the Participants o

Sample Prime Sponsor Areas L
Effect_on usefulness
Less Abopt-as More " Don’t
Factor . “useful useful useful know
(Percent of reporting areas)

Affecting community services: K -
Wagehmlls...............’..d- 82 18 0 0
More restrictive eligibility
requirements ................ 64 . 32 4 0
PSE/training requirements .. .. 32 £ 18 39 11 PN
18-month limit on . ,
enrollee participation ......... 32 50 14 4
Smaller size PSE program ..... 7 91 4 4

Affecting services to pargicipants: o .

. Wagedimits ................. 64 32 4 0
More restrictive eligibility . -
requirements ............... V- 32 43 25 0
PSE/training requirements . ... 18 0 75 7
1'8-month limit on .
enrollee participationr......... 18 43 39 . 0
Smaller size PSE program .. ... 43 . .36 7 14- \

gOl_JRCE: Reports from 28 areas. ’ N

. . .
- s P
[ 2

 Effects of Eligibility Criteria <

* The usefulness to the community of the services provided
by PSE was also diminished by the more restrictive partiei-
pant eligibility criteria according to 64 percent of the CETA
directors. The tighter-eligibility rules had the intended effect
of limiting PSE jobs to seriqusly disadvantaged workers, but
the trade off was lower quality and reduced output of ser-
_vices. This was reflected in comnfents by local officials such
as, ‘“A more. needy client population is now being =
Sétved . . . skill levels are lower and quality of services hds ~ *
declmed ” Another said, ““As a result of hlgher unemploy- .-
ment, many persons w1th skills were looking for work but

.

>
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by the time of the latest survey in late 1980 (table 54).
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did not quallfy for CETA because of the strict elrgrbllrty re-
quirements.’’

Perceptions of the job performance of PSE workers were *
les;zs#favorable after the 1978 amendments. In 1977, when
local officials were asked to compare the work of PSE
enrollees with that of non-CETA employees in similar jobs,
about 70 grcent said that performance was about the same.

. Only one in six of the officials judged PSE workers fo be
below average and almost as high.a proportion said they
were better than the regular workers. In mid-1979, aftey the
more restrictive eligibility requirements had been in effect
for about nine months and new wage limitations for about
three months, about a third of the officials rated .PSE
_workers “‘beloy average,” and none reported them to be,
supend&to regular workers. Some additional deterioration
in the pérception of PSE worker performance had occurred

- ., Table 54 .
Job Performance Rating of PSE Workers ] -
Sample Prime Sponsor Areas

S 1977,1979, and 1980 R
K . . . , '- o v ORaﬁlig , B .
. Ta - P
: . Bebw . About Abov&
. Survey year ~ ¢ average‘ . "7 average - average o
- ... s._{Percent of rephes) f o
19773 . L onie s R TIRNE A s DRI B | B L
b of o @ . ¥ .
19790 . ... 32 . 3»’ . 68 o R .00 . o
1980° ..... P 39 e ;59 ‘ S P vt
: s
a. Reports from 117 respondents in 27 areas. - v e o 0
b. Reports from 78 respondents in 26 areas. o o, e s Lo o
¢. Reports from 105%espondents in 28 areas, . ° ) 05 ~ K

Ejfects of Training Requirement- . -
Recogmzmg that the effect of the eligibility and wage Y
changes would be to enroll persons wrth greater employabili- « |
2 o g
R E R

Tae
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ty develbpmé’”rj'it needs, the reauthorization act mandated that

PSE participants receive off-the-Job training in addition to

their work assignments. Officials in 75 percent of the study

areas reported that the training requirement made the pro-
gram more useful to participants, and in 18 percent of the

areas they expressed negative views. In the few remaining
areas, responderits felt that the training was only marginally

effective or that it was too early to assess its impact.

PSE training was also presumed to enhance the usefulness
of community services. The beneficial effects—improved
" skill levels—were viewed as long-run advantages. The pro-
" portion (39 percent) of GETA administrators who held this
view was slightly larger than those who believed community
services would be adversely affected (32 percent). The latter
group ascribed this effect to such short-run considerations as
the disruptive effect on work output. Some also believed that

the training provided was not pertinent to the PSE job. ...

(Chapter Sqdiscusses training activities more extensively.)

»” . e W
Effects of the 18-Month Limitation ’

In about half the study areas, the 18-month limit on
enrollee participation had little effect on the ‘uséfulness of
the PSE services to the'community or to the enrollee. Ad-
ministrators in the other areas, however, thought it was mdre
likely to help the enrollee and hurt the public services. The
limit on participation was perceived as helping the PSE
enrollee in two ways: (a) the employing agency was forced to
make 3 decision on whether to hire the worker for its regular
staff or lose him/her, and (s)] fdced with a'firm termination
date, the worker was motivated to actively seek unsubsidized
employment.

Where the limit on duration.of enroliment reduced the ef-
fectiveness of the PSE services, it was attributed to higher
turnover and. the more frequent need to train new par-
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ticipants for ongoing PSE services. In a few areas the pro-

 _ductivity of the enrollees and their commitment to the PSE
job had fallen omecause of the temporary character of the
job.

A few areas had established their own tighter limits on’
participation—usually 12 months—in order to encourage
transition arnd to serve more people.

Effect of Reduction” in PSE Program

The effect of the 40 percent reduction in the number of
PSE participants from 555,000 in September 1979 to 328,000
d year later was predlctable Most CETA directors pointed
out that the smaller size of thé program meant that useful
services were discontinued. and fewer enrollment oppor-
tunities were available for needy applicants. v

In areas ‘where the program was cut by at least 20 percent,
two-thirds of the respondents said that the reduced size of
the program had very little independent effect on the types of
jobs and services that were eliminated. High-wage jobs were
dropped because of the need to reach a lower average wage.
The reduction in program size merely made unnecessary the
establishment of low-wage replacements.

Where the smaller program size did influence the m1x of
jobs and services it was usually due to a decision by the prime
dponsor to maintain PSE slots with government agencies
even though that required relatively deep cuts for nonprofit
organizations. The social service and arts programs provided
by the nofprofit organizations were deemed less essential
than the assistance PSE had been giving government agen-
cies. S . _

One indication of thé usefulness of PSE services is the ex-

" tent to which they were continued-after federal support was
withdrawn. In 25 of the 28 study areas, PSE enroliment

s’

«
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declined by more than 20 percent between fiscal years 1978
and 1980. In 64 percent of these areas, some of the services
were continued with local funding and in 16 percent, more
than one-fourth of the activities were plcked up with local
funds (table.55).

Table 55
Percent of Activities Discontinued by PSE -
Which Were Continued with Local Funding
Sample Prime Sponsor Areas

. Percent of former PSE activities Percent-of
" which were continued .- .’ reporting areas
Zero ....... e e e ' 36
Lessthan 10.......... ... ... .o iiviin... s 24
101025 ... o 24
Morethan25........oouvninnvieninnnnnnn... " 16
SOURECE: Reports from 25 areas. . .

Most frequently, those retained were associated with
police work—community seivice officers, parapolice and
police technicians. Various other activities were also con-
tinued—energy conservation,. transportation services for the
elderly, administration, planning, public works, and social
case work in nonprofit-organizations. In four-fifths of the
areas where services were continued with local funding, most
PSE enrollees were retained; the rema Jmng areas retained

some PSE workers. .
w-\'_

Factors Havir]g Greatest Impact

on Usefulness,

O all the changes in the reauthorization act affecting the
usefulness of PSE, the wage limits were the most influential.

. They were the dominant—and adverse—factor with respect

to community-services in over 60 percent of the reporting
areas according to local officials. Thirty-seven percent cited

their adverse effect on participants. Only one, of the 1978
amendments—training requirements—exercised a

e .

C
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) predomiﬁantly positive influence, for both participants 4nd
commumty servides (table 56).

Table 56 T

L4

Factors Having the Greatest Impact on the Usefulness .
of PSE Services to the Commumty and to the Participants
x Sample Prime Sponsor Areas -
' " Percent of
"Factor - reporting ‘areas
Affecting commumty services: a
Total .o oiivennneneannions e eereeseaasans . 100
o . Adverse effect . : o ¥ s
Wagelimits ................ eean. fonnsnnom . 61 - . .
Eligibility requirements ........... e N 21 ‘
Smaller size PSEprogram ........ REERRPRRRRR 11
18-month hmﬁ 0n participation .............. 0
+ -~ 'Favorable effect" T
. PSE training requiremients. ........ e PO 7 )
Affecting services t0 partlclpants‘ .
Total,...:.........‘.'.vﬁ......‘ ................ -7 100
Adverse effect A - o g .
Wagelimits ....0....oiieiianennn S e 37 : ‘
Eligibility requirements . .......c. ...t e i gue 15 ’
Smaller size PSE program ................. ST 4 -. . )
Favorable effect ' - o
PSE training requrrements S T e 33 P
18-month limit on partrcrpatron ........... . oo " .

SOURCE: Reports from 28 areas. 1

The adverse effects of lower wages cited by local officials
in some areas seem ektreme in relatlon to the’size of the
reductxon in the pérmitted average wage from $7,800 to T
* $7,200 or 9,pércent. However, the/reduction came at a tjme ' '
when wages for regular employees -were increasing. }g&he

~ $7,800 average was already seraping the bottom of the Jocal~
_ .governmefit wage scale, for a number of areas. An earlier
report found that in large northérn and western cities the N
PSE wages permitted under the 1978 amendments wéi% 4

o N PR
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4

generally below the.entry Wage,level for,such lower skills jobs

as Class B, typists, refuse colectors, janiters, and laborers.°

" In addition, the flexibility that the prime sponsors had to

“supplement PSE wages wds cut back /in.the 1978 amend-

ments. } . . . -
“ - Summary -

T
14

The restrictive wage prov151ons of the 1978 amendments
accomphshed their obJectlve of focusmg,the PSE programs
more sharply on those * ‘fnost in ‘need of employment
assistance, There were, however adverse consequences: dif-
“ficulties in establishing PSE positions and reduced usefulness
of PSE activities.

. a"mw . ) “a

- Adjustments to 1 978 Reauthorization

The 1978 wage prov151ons reduced the national annual
Y averagewage for PSE jobs from about $7,820 per year in the
first half of fiscal 1979 to $7 360 in the last half. In spany
areas the pefrhissible PSE wages had- slipped ‘below the

prevalhng wages for jobs previously used for PSE. Agercies.. ..

_weére compelled tor discontjhue many h1gher wage PSE posi-

tlons, restructure others, or create new low-wage jobs. Many
* shifted PSE slots to nonptofit orgamzatlons that L were better
able to accommodate the lower wage requlrement&.

The effect of these strategles was to decrea§e the ) propor- -

“tion of PSE jobs requiring spec1ahzed skills and increase the

.share of minimal’ skill jobs, As a result, the: opportumtles

and incentives for. “creammg,” among ehglble -applicants -
wer€é mich reduced, and the occupatlonal composmon of

PSE jobs was ‘then more hke “the pattern of JObS last held by

- the: long term unemployéd S <

LI
.
< 4 - :
44 . . ’ N 3 s

10. Mirerigoff et al;; The New CETA, p. 80.'

. -
< . A o

v et iR

A




\

L
P .
[ DR . .
N .
- °
® e
~
’
.
.
. .

°

Wages, Jobs & Services ' 225

Supplementation of the CETA wage, which was fairly ex- .-

tensive prior to the 1978 amendments, was almost entjrely
eliminated in over three-fourths of the study areas. {PSE
employers, unable under the new wage provisions to
establish the kinds of skilled positions they most preferred,
were unwilling to use their own funds to support the low

‘Tevel jobs permitted under the amendments.

Persons who applied for PSE jobs after the 1978 amend-

ments had fewer job skills than earlier applicants. The more =

restrictive eligibility requirements screened out many of the
better qualified workers, and the lower wages made the PSE
jobs less attractive to eligible workers who had alternative

opportumtres ' \/

Nonprofit orgamzatrons mcreased their share of PSE jobs
substantially after the 1978 amendments from 24 percent of
total in 1977 to 38 percent in 1980. The shift to nonprofits

' ~ was due prlmarrly to the imposition of wage limits in the

1978 anmiendments. ‘It ‘was harder for government agengcies
than for nonprofit orgamzatrons to set up low-wage PSE
jobs that paid the prevailing rate for similar jobs. However,
in about one-third of the study areas the share of PSE, going
to nonprofrts declined. These areas preferred to reserve a

_ larger share of a smaller PSE program to continue 1mportant

~ 1978 amendments was reduced usefulness of PSE activities.

'regular staffs than government agencies.

public .services provided by government agencies.

.

The increased share of. PSE by nonprofit organizations
was believed to reduce the likelihood that enrollees would
move from BSE to unsubsidized jobs. A majority of local of-

- ficials believed that the skills learned in a nonprofrt organiza-

tion were not readily transferable to private industry and
that nonprofit organizations had fewer openings in their

¢

The price paid for achieving the targeting objectives of the

#
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In half of ‘the study areas, local officials #aid PSE was less
useful than previously to the community, and in 39 percent
of the areas the program was believed to;be less useful to par-
ticipants. The major factor was the requirement for lower
PSE wages. The kinds of jobs created to conform to lower
PSE wages did not provxde services as useful as those
previously supplied and the new low-wage jobs often did not
provide the participants with the kinds of job expgrlence that
would improve their employability.

- Wage Limits and CETA Decentralization

- The wage amendments of the reauthorization. act ac-
. tomplished what they set but to do: reserve larger propor-

tions of PSE jobs for the seriously disadvantaged, reduce the
tier of high salary positions, and discourage the use of PSE
workers in place of locally financed regular employees.
However, the wage constraints chipped away at a
phi’_losophlcal pillar of CETA—dAecentrahzatlon of program
control from the federal to local governments. The-range of
PSE jobs that local officials could approve was narrowed
and, as a consequence, the services were limited, their
usefulness-diluted, and some local agencies that conSsidered
the tradeoffs to be disadvantageous withdrew from the PSE
programs. ’ o .

The study examined the question of whether the congres-
sional objectives for PSE could have been attained by the
religibility restrictions alone. The survey findings suggest that
to achieve the targeting objectives the wage provisions were a
necessary supplement to the eligibility restrictions. .

S .

]
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S 7 " The Role of drgaﬁized
. - Labor'in CETA -

« o

iOrganlzed labor has been closely involved with the Com-
prehenswe Employment ahd Training Act since its inception.
Unions generally havg been sympathetic to the CETA goals,

of CETA programs would ndt adversely affect the interests
of union members. Congress and the Department of Labor
" sought organized labor’s support and involvement because
(1) unions are knowledgeable in matters relating to training
needs,. content, and methods; and (2) union surveillance of
prime $ponsor planmng and operations was expected to
forestall-activities that wauld disrupt union-manageguent
relations or jeopardize established wages and working condi-
tions. Several provisions in the. law and in the regulations
provide the framework for union involvement in local CETA

t - o
Organized Iabor has had a national as well as a local role.
Thé CETA- principle- of decentrahzatlon to local and state
governments -~ was tempered by provx;lmg that national
* organizations, such as orgamzed labor with a history of in-
s o e . ‘L%

:wgand Labor Relations, Rutgers University.
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but they have also sought to ensure that the implementation"

programs ,"'r,. PR - .

Tﬁ% author of this chapter is Dr. Jack Chermck Professor Ementus, Insmute of Manage- *
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vblvement. in employment and training programs, would

continue to be funded-directly by the Secretary of Labor.
Labor organizations have operated 4 number of nationally
funded CETA trammg and technical assistance programs.

"?I‘hls chapter examines the participation of labor orgamza-
tionts in CETA activities at both local and national levels. It

is introduced by a brief description of organized labor’s posi-

tion on employment and training policy. Data drawn from
reports on 28 prime sponsor areas are supplemented by in-
formation supplied by the Department of Labor and labor
organizations. In each of 'thé survey areas, field research
associates discussed issues touching on union participation
with at least one labor representative familiar with the ac-
tivities of the prime sponsor, with the CETA administrator,
and-with officials ir{;_. egencies employing CETA participants.

‘Organized. Labor’s Views
on Employment andeTrammg Pollcy

.

Spokesmen for orgamzed labor see employment and train-

ing policy as part of a larger set of economic poh&es de-
signed to maintaifi high levels of employment. Persistent,
high uné@mployment is taken as evidence that the private sec-
tor is unableto provide jobs to employ all those willing and
able to work..In light of this, labor mamtams that public
pollcy should mclude measures which' incredse employment
in the public sector through subsidized public service
employment, public works, and urban development. In addi-
tion to"absorbing the unemployed, such activities would sup-
plement‘the supply of public services. Labor supports train-
ing of the disadvantaged provided this can be done in skills

. and occupational lines for which there is likely to be a de-

mand at the end of training. It also favors the upgrading of
workers stuck in low level entry jobs, and.retraining workers
whose skills have been made obsolete by technq}ogic_al
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change or international c0mpetiﬁon. Whatever the program,
a major concern is that nothing be done to weaken the stan-
dards governing wages and working conditions of regular .
workers as incorporated in collective bargaining agreements.

The rationale for labor support of employment and train-
ing programs was clearly expressed in testimony offered by
_ representatives of the AFL-CIO in the course of hearings in
February 197&, which led eventually to enactment of
CETA.' Against the bac g"rqggd of 5.5 million unemployed
in. January 1972 (without-alioWwance for hidden unemploy-
ment), the AFL-CIO spokesman insisted that the ‘150,000
jobs envisioned in the Emergency Employment Act passed
some six months earlier were inadequate. He argued for a
substantially larger program of public service employment in
*the CETA proposal. '

. . . thg, fundamental concern of the AFL-CIO is

\ with jobs. We want a large-scale public service
employment program—to meet the job and income
needs of American workers who can’t find jobs in
the private sector of the economy and also to meet
the needs of our society for vastly expanded ser-
vices in, the public sector.

In respect to training, the position of the 'AFL-CIO was
elaborated as follows:

A manpower program consisting mainly of train-

ing is simply net an adequate manpower program.

. We recognize that disadvantaged workers need
:training to compete effectively for available jobs'
and we support such training—but we repeat that

&=
- . !‘ ’ e * -
1. Ske statement of Kenneth You‘:’?g, Assistant Director, Department of Legisltation, AFL-
CIO, U.S. Congress, House, Hearing.s"iefore the Select Subcommittee of Labor of the -
" ommttee on Education and Labor, 92nd Congress, February 17, 1972, p. 736. v

2. Ibid., p. 739. . : L

P
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training without job opportunities for thase trained
is a con game producing social dynamite. . . .

. in the establishment of manpower programs,
in both the private and public sectors, we insist on
provision of adequate wage and working stan-
dards . . . federal funds should not be used to sup-
plant present payrolls in either the public or private

. sector.? “a

The AFL-CIO position was reiterated in many forums. In
1978, after the addition and expansion of Title-VI, thé AFL-
CIO called for further increases. The goal proposed by. the
AFL-CIO Executive Council was 1.1 million PSE job slots in
fiscal year 1979 instead of the then authorlzed level of
750, 000 slots. . - ' .

In hearlngs on the CETA reauthorization of 1978, AFL-
- CIO spokesmen opposed a number of the changes proposed
by the administration, but tpok pains to point out that

. the AFL-CIO wants to ‘make it clear that it continues
to support CETA as the nation’s major manpower |
program,’’* In the;same presentation the AFL-CIO took ex-
ception to the form%f the Titl€ VII Private Sector Initiatives
Program as it appeared in the Senate bill and reiterated a
central concern of organized labor in all'manpower legisla-
tion,

Whatever disposition is made by Congress of the
Administration’s Private- Sector ‘Initiative Pro-
gram, it is essential that the wage and labor stan-
dards and protections and anti-displacement’ re-
quirements and other requirements. of Section 121,

-
3. Ibid. ¢ &

.4, Statemient by Kenneth Young, Assocratc Director of Legislation, AFL-CIQ, to the
* Sénate Commrttee on Human Resources, Subcommittee on Employment, Poverty, and
Mrgratory Laboron§. 2570 The Comprehensive Employment and Training Amgr;dments
oflm Marchl 1978, p. 864. .
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. amended as we have proposed, be apphed to the
' final version of PSIP s .

The views on employment and training policy formulated
and expressed at the level of the Federation have carried
over, in their essential, to the ijlternational and local unions
that have been called on to participate in the im$lementation
of CETA. But the adaptation at the local level has by no
means been uniform. The variety of experience may be
glimpsed in the account of union involvément in the 28 prime
sponsor areas surveyed.

a 0
‘ . £*Y .

: Labor Participation '
° . . in Local CETA Programs™- :

‘Policy makers in the legislative and executive branches of
the federal government sought to ensure that organiéed labor

% would have the opportumty to participate in the implementa-
“tion- of and contribute to the accomplishment of its goals:

»  For several years before CETA, the AFL-CIO and several
major national unions contracted with the Departnfent of
Labor to provide services designed to promote the training

: and employment objectives of the Manpower Development
and Training Act and the Economic Opportunity Act. With
the decentralization of employment and training programs,
emphasis shifted to mducmg part1c1pat10n at the local pnme
sponsf)r level.

.
gamzed labor’s part1c1pat10n mdocal CETA activities
dual objectlves—ensurmg,,,that the training received by

q%TA participants is effective for obtaining employment

.. and protecting the nghts .and working standards of- umon

members. , .

The chief formal mechamsm for orgamzed labor’s par-

i

k= . ticipation in local CETA programs is the prov1510n in CETA

&5, 1bid. . L Co
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(Sec. 109) requiring the prime sponsor to form a planning
council composed of représentatives of community groups,
including labor unions. In addition, Section 104 specifies
that the prime sponsor shall submit master and annual plans
for review to ‘‘labor organizations in the area which repre-
. sent employees engaged in work similar to that proposed to
be funded. . . .” Labor officials also can seek informally to
. make their opm10ns and concerns known to the CETA ad-
- ministrator and staff.

With the addition of the Title VII Private Sector Initiative -
Program in*1978, the requirement for labor representation
- was extended to the private industry councils -(PICs).
Moreover, annual CETA. plans include a section on pro-
posed activities under Title VII, thus making it available to
appropriate 1abor organizations not directly represented on
the PIC.

The regulations require union consultation or concur-
e Trence. ﬁrlme sponsors must obtain written concurrence from
the approprlate umon"awhen trammg or employment ac-
-tivities are proposed thiat may affect existing collective
bargaining agreements. Even where ex1sfmg contracts arg
ot affected, prime sponsors are to consult with appropriate
’%nons before launching employment or training programs
in occupations that are substantially equivalent to these in
.which employees are represented by unions.

The sections that follow examine the part1c1patlon and 1n-
fluence of labor organizations in the CETA system, and the
effects of the CETA programs on labor standards and collec-
tive bargaining agreements. . -

Participation in the Planning Process

s

Organized labor is in a position to influence local CETA
plans through membership on the planning council, through.




™ labor representatives on the substate regional CETA advisory boards.

S
Lk
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K.
a formal review of the prime sponsor’s compreherisive plan
before it is submitted to the DOL, and by informal exchange
of views with the CETA administrator or the staff.

Representation on the planning council. The planmng
couﬁglsmreated by the CETA legislation are to ‘‘participate
in the development of, and submit recommendations regard-
ing, the comprehensive employment and and training plan.”

Although the recommendations of the council are to be given

special consideration, responsibility for final decisions re-
., mains with, the prime sponsor.

There were labor representdtives on al t one of the
CETA councils in the study areas.® About halkghe councils
had a single labor member and most of the other§ had two or
three. On the average, labor representatives constituted
about 8 percent of the council membership in 1980, but there
was considerable variation (table 57).

Table 57
Number of Labor Representatives on CETA Planning Councils
Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, 1980 \
: Total membership. of
‘Number of labor Percent of planning councils

representatives reporting areas {Range)
0.sournnn, e 4 S
B DU, . T a6 , 1030
2 e o 18 19-27
B, :‘v} 29 . 21-38

Morethan3 ........ 4 64

SOURCE: Reports from 28 areas.
NOTE; Detail adds to more lhan 100 because of rounding.

N MemtJe[s of CETA planning councils are appointed by
Tocal élected officials. The labor members were chosen after

A3 -

6. The one cxc?uon was a balance- of- state_ councnl where the labor repr.esemauve had
resigned 18 months before. the survey but had not been replaced. There were, however,

g

&
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v consultation with labor'leaders in three-foutths of the 28
study areas. Preponderantly, those selected represented cen-
. tral bodies rather than the local unions or district councils of
international unions, In 16 of the areas, the AFL-CIO cen-
“tral labor council was represented on }he planning council;
* additionally, building trade counciis™or" ;i ;individual unions
supplied representatives in almost half of the areas." Staff .
members of the Human Resources Pevelopment Institute
(HRDD) served on six planning councils.” The American
Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees
*  (AFSCME), whose members work alongside PSE enrollees,
had members on only three of the councils despite the fact
that the large expansion of public service employment im-
pinged very significantly on the interests of that union (table
58). The explanation may well be that the labor represen-
tatives were selected at an earlier, stage of CETA when public
" service employment was a relatively minor part of the pro-
.gram. However, in two-thirds of the study ‘areas labor
members on the council were from unions which represented
workeés in jobs similar to those filled by PSE workers

P

o~

Organized labor’s influence on local CETA plans and - |
operations depends in large part on the interest and effec-
tiveness of the union representatives on the CETA planning
council and their initiative in informing individual union |
locals on matters that affect their interests. Even if 4 prime
‘sponsor appoints more than the single labor representative
required by law,* it is seldom possible t0 appoint represen- §

~ “fatives from all the unions that might have an interest in *~
CETA. In 19 of 28 survey areas, union representatives

7. HRDI is a research and technical assistance arm of the~AFL C10 which encourages local“""
union participation in CETA, provides technical asgrstance, and cooperates with local
unions 1n placing CETA enrollees in jobs. Field staff of HRDI are located in a number of
mctropolnan areas. Its activities in employment and trammg programs are discussed later
in this chapter. a,
8. The appomtmem “of more than one representative is, in fact recommended by the DOL.

Seé Field Me;gprandum No. 134-80, February 27, 980, p. 6. -

-
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~

reported to a labor organization on CETA activities. ‘; some
cases the reporting was irregular and informal®¥fggesting
that unless some major issue came up at a planning council

eeting, very little information would be’ transmitted to

her local union officials. In bther areas, however, the
representation function was taken seriously and apparently
worked to give labor organizations the kind of voice in
CETA decision making that was contemplated in the legisla-
tion. ‘ /

Table 58 Y
Organized Labor Representation on CETA Planning Councils )
_Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, 1980
' - Percent of
Type of labor organization reporting areas

AFLZCIO central council ................ : 57
Construction tradés .. ......... e, i 46
HRDI'......... e ) 21
AFSCME .......coviicinnnns e ) 11
Other...... g e 46

“

SOURCE: Regorts from 28_areas.
NOTE: Detail adds to more than 100 percent because many councils had more than one
union member. g

-

Organized labor’s role in the Ramsey County, Minnesota

.planning council where unions had three labor T¥presen-

{atives out of a total of 21 members illustrates this kind of
active relationship. One of the labor members was drawn
from the local Building and Trades Assembly, a central labor
organization; the second came from a Teamsters’ local that
represented municipal workers; and the third was a staff
.member of HRDI. The Building and Trades representative
was chairman of the CETA planning council as well as
secretary of theg Building and Trades Assembly. The
Assembly regularly received reports on general CETA ac-
tivitiesy supplemented by ad hoc reports on union-related

questions. When'an issue arose that directly involved a focal

4
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union,‘ one of the three council labor members notified the
union. If, for example, a proposed training pregram or a
PSE position was theught likely to.affect an employer whose

employees were unionized, the union involved was informed. -

No other prime sponsorarea in the sample reported s6 ample

a transmission line between the planmng council and the’

local labor organizations. -.

Some labor representatives who served on one*or more
planning council committees. used them as an avenue for
raising questions of concern to them and, on occasion, of in-
fluencing planning decisions of prime sponsors. Ten prime
sponsors in the sample either had no committee structure or
had committees without labor representation. Inthe remain-
ing aregs, labor represehtatives most often served on youth
committees (10 areas); evaIuatlon and monitoring commit-

- tees (5 areas); and in four areas they §erved on executive

comm1ttee‘s In several mstances u:mon represen-
tatives—most commonly HRDI or central ‘labor body
members—were chairpersons of these comm}‘tt“ges

Organized labor’s response to prime sponsors plans

CETA regulations require that labor organizations (and’

other groups) be given 30 days to review and comment on the
prime ‘sponsors’ master and annual plans before they are
submitted to the Department of Labor. Most prime sponsors

‘complled with this requirement; in 26 out of the 28 areas

fabor orgamzatlgns were invited to comment, In the other
two, the practice appears to have fallen into dlSUSC because
labor organizations were disinterested and prxme Sponsors
did not pursue the matter. The regulations also require that
the complete plan be sent to “apprOprlate labor organiza-
tions,’’ defined as those that represent employees in jobs that
are the same or ‘substantially equivalent to those for which
the prime sponsor provides, or proposes to,provide, employ-

>
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Role of Organized Labor 237
ment and training under the Act.” The prime sponsor is thus
faced with the decision as to which organizations to include
in a mailing of the plan. In the majority of areas, Certral
Labor Councils and HRDI representatives serve as the chan-
nel through which the prime sponsor | ‘makes these plans
avallable to potent1ally 1nterested unions. L

Reactions of labor orgamzatlons to the opportunity to _

comment on prime sponsor plans were mixed. In 12 prime
sponsor areas no comments.were offered or the plans were
approved without accompanying ¢ ent; in 13 areas

the role given labpr unions in the development of CETA
plans was too limited; others, that insufficient time had been

allowed for a careful review of the plans. In several areas,

unions urged incréased labor representation on the planning
‘council. Beyond these procedural matters, concern about the
substance of planned act1v1ty ran in two basic. directions:
() protectmg the iwage and employment conditions of the
regular employees in government and private industry, and
(b) ensuring that the employment and training design and

* .. union representatives did submit responses and in three"
gthers union officials had influenced the plan during its
.preparation. Sbme union Tepresentatives complained that

operation would enhgmce the employablllty of CETA par-'A

ticipants. - .

Unions attempted to. protect the status of the1r members in

‘a numberof ways: -

® They sought to prevent the use of PSE workers to per-
form=work that otherwise would be done by regular
employees.

e They objected to training in occupatidbns for which a
surplus of labor existed. To this end, they sought ad-

—_—— .
9. U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration, *‘CETA Regula-
tions,” Federal Register, Part 1X, May 20, 1980, 675.4.4n,the grant application sent lo the

whlch the plan was mailed. N

reglonal office of DOL, the prime sponsor is requnrcd to list thc labor orgamzauon§ o, v
s
/ ~
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vance £onsi ltatron, as provrded for in the CETA regula-
tions, oiMe types of skill training to b€ offered.

* In some areas, they objected to proposed PSE jobs that
were below the prevailing rate for similar work.-per-
formed by regular employees.™ y

» In three areas, they requested upgrading programis-for
regular employees to be funded by CETA in order to

. equalize benefits, with PSE workers who were given
" relegsedime to: partrcrpate 1n training programs.

Local labor officials a]so sought to improve the qualrty of
CETA trarmng programs: .

¢ They criticized some training programs that, in theif

" view, would not provide adequate sKills or lead to un-
subsidized employment. -

e In a few areas, they tned to tie CETA training to ap-
prenticeship programs.

* In one instance, the local union urged the prime sponsor
to make greater use of community colleges, technical in-
stitutes, and.vocational schools. . =

Other recommendations’ on behalf of CETA participants
includ®d hiring preference for regular public sector job open-
ings, credit counseling, and a more effective gnevance pro-
cedure (table 59) . ) .

Influence of labor organizations on plannzng By and
large, primie sponsors were meeting the formal requirements
for involving organized labor in CETA planning. Yet an
overall assessment of the depth and significance of union in-

, volvement led to the conclusion that, for the majorrty of.

primé sponsor areas in the sampJe union partrcrpatron did
not have a substantive 1mpact In 19 of the 28 survey areas,
the mvolvement of labor organizations in planning activities

"was described by field research associates as perfunctory and
_jts influence as minimal.

11¥# five - prime sponsor dreas,
however the unlonmp,resence was very much in evidence and
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its influence was substantial. Union influence was cldssified,

as moderate in three a}feas, while in the‘remaining case an-

AFSCME local exercised great influence, but through pro--

gram operations, not through planning council activities.

s ' ““Table 59 .
Organized Labor’s Major Concerns with CETA Plans

- Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, 1980 '

. Percent of
Concern : reporting areas
Greater participation in the ", ,
planning proces‘s ...................... 39
Substitution of PSE workers
for regular employées ,................ <, 2
Payment of prevailing wage
tO PSE WOrkers. .. .oovveecneennnn L. 21
Training in skills that lead toajob......... . 21
\Quality of the trainifg . . ™ . oo "14
Use,of OJT to subsidize low-wage fisms .. .. 14 N
More upgrading or retraining opportunities o ‘
. for regular employees . ...............- 1
Advance consultation on OJT contracts . . . . 11
161117 S 18

SOURCE: Reports from 28 areas. L
NOTE: Detail adds to more than 100 percent because two OF MOre CONCErns were expressed

- Jn_some areas. —

The reasons for these differences are complex. In about
one-half of the areas where labor exercised little influence, it
was by"its own choice. Some labor representatives appeared
to be uninterested in. CETA, seldom. attended gouncil
meetings, and did not react to the plans proposed by, the
prime sponsor. Their inaction may have been due in part to
satisfaction. with the proposed plan, or, alternatively, to the
fact that earlier efforts to play a more substantive role had
been frustrated. In the other hdlf of the areasswhere labor’s
impact was limited, there were two explanations:-(a) in some

. areas, particularly in the Midwest and the South, labor’s.

2c2)
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views, even when expressed, carried little weight because its
= position in the local community was weak; and (b) in the

other areas, labor’s views were serlously considered but had
’ little effect on the fipal plan

e

weakness in the device relied upon to encourage participa-
) tion. The advisory planning council is the vehicle for convey-
' ing to the prime sponsor the wishes and perceptions of com-
munity groups interested in employment and training.. But
this will work only if council members are well informed. In
fact, very few members of councils-have been able to or will-
’*mg to devote the time and energy necessary to keep abreast
of the con stant stream of information, changes in program
emphasis, and new programs that haVé'"é“ngulfed the local
prithe sponsor: The influence of the councils varied widely,
depending .on the relatlonshlps of key members with the
CETA administrators, elected officials,"and the local com-
munity.

}

l
Participation in Planning
Title VII Programs

- Private Sector Initiative Program (PSIP). Recognition

= that employment and training efforts had had limited success
in ‘opening opportunities in the private sector for tite disad-
\vantaged led to the addition of Title VII to the CETA legisla-
tion. Title VII established the private sector initiative pro-
gram as a strategy to engage the cooperation of private firms
_'In meeting the training and employment needs of the CETA

N

these goals, the act called for the establishment of local
private 1nqustry councils (PICs). Their functigns.include:

)" ‘training agency .and private business and industry; providing
information about private sector needs for employment and

.
R . L2 ‘-‘
PR .
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This pattern of involvement may reflect an inherent .

target populat}on To assist- prime sponsors in accomphshmg .
servmg as’'an intermediary between the employment and

training and the facilities available to meet those needs and,
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together with the prime sponsor, developing specific employ-
ment and training projects. Thé composition of thé PICs is
stipulated in the provisions of Title VII and-in DOL regula-
tions. A majority of the members and the chairperson are to
be drawn from local business and industry organizations (in-
cluding small business and minority business). However,
each PIC is to have at least one representative from organ-
ized labor. -

Since the PSIP plans are included in the prime sponsor’s
annual plans they are available for review by appropriate
labor orgahizations, Moreover, as in the development of
other CETA training and employment projects, appropriate
labor organizations must be congulted in the planning of ac-
tivities and Tabor’s concurrence must be secured prior to pro-
ceeding with programs which may impinge upon existing col-
lective bargaining agreements.

The present survey attempted te determine the extent to
which labor organizations participated in the development of
PSIP plans, the problems that arose, and the perceptions of

_ labor spokesmen with respect to the prospects for effective
implementation of employment and training programs in the
private sector. As of December 31, 1979, 448 out of a possi-
ble 470 prime sponsors had .established private industry
councils, and many of ‘the others were well on their way to

. full PIC establishmgeqt.'® A¢ the time of the survey (October-
December 1980), the,PIGs had been established for approx-
imately one year, by#because of funding uncertainties and

s other start-up problems were not fully bperational in all the
study areas. ’ K , R .

\» ) " t . h Ja

10, See U.S. Department of Labor and U.S. Depariment of Health and Human Services,
. 1980 Employment and Training Report of the President (Washington: Government Print-
ing Office, 1980), p. 40, For an artalysis of the implementation of\;l‘itle VII, see Ripley et
al., A Formative Evaluation of the Priva'te Sector Initiative Prograrm, Report 6, J une 1981.

*
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Representation on private industry councils. The number
of labor representatives on the PICs ranged from one to five
members, but half of the PICs in the sample of 28 had the
minimum required single member (fable 60).' On the average,
union representativés constituted 8 percent' of the PIC
membership; nearly two-thirds consisted of business and in-

#5 « dustry representatives.' In areas with a single union
a member, it is quite possible that many meetings of the coun-
cil occurred without representation from organized labor. »
. There is.some evidence, too, that appointees to the PIC were
often chosensfrom among labor representatives who were
also serving on the planning council.

o o " Table 60
Number of Labor Representatives
on Private Industry Councils ™

- b

.. Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, 1980 : *
1 ! Total PIC -
. Number of . Percent of membership 1
labor representatives reporting areas (Range)
O 4 22 '
L..... P 50° 9-28
O 20 e 29 16-40
T 7 20-57
More than3 .. Ceaees e 11 ) 25-38
L. SOURCE! Reports from 28 areas. “ ’
~7..NQTE: Detail adds to more than, 100 percent due to rounding. toe
“ a.In one rrime sponsor area-the original appomtccrégggncd no replaccmcnt had been »

namcd by the date of the survcy

' The regulatlons state that, in appomtmg labor members )
, the pnme sponsor should consult with state or.central labor
bodies, bulldmg and construttion trade councils »ithe Human

- Resources Development Institute, ““as well as unions
representmg major occupations in the area.’” Most of the

. ¢ . 1
- '
o

.

- 1. 1980 Employment and Training Report of the President, p. 40.
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’

labor representatives who served on the PICs did, in fact,
represent central councils or HRDI. Among the ‘interna-
tional unions, United Automobile Workers’ local supplied
the largest number of representatives on PICs (table 61).

Table 61
Organized Labor Representation on Private Industry Councils
Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, 1980

Type of . Percent of
labor organization reporting areas
AFL-CIO centralcouncil ................ 40
Constructiontrades .. ..o covvvrin i 36
HRDI ..ot eee e P 32
UAW . it i e et 14
(01117 S . 39

SOURCE: Reports from 28 areas.

. NOTE. Detail adds to more than 100 percent because almost half the councils had more

than one umon member.

Role of organized labor in Title VII plan development
Representation on the PICs presents an opportunity for par-
t1c1pat10n in planning prlvate sector training activities, but
does not ensure it. When asked whether organized labor had
been involved in the development of proposals for private
sector programs, the respondents in the study areas were
about equally divided between those that reported substan-
tive invQlvement and those that did not. In three areas, union
representatives were described by field research.associates as
very active and ihfluential in the orgamzatlon and work of
the private sector program. In one of these, the labor
representative chaired the PIC and influenced the funding

~and content of proposals. Efforts were made td secure the

partlcmatlon of unions lik€ly to have an interest in programs
that were ultlmately developed In a second area, the union
representative was Vice-chairman of the PIC, and also chair-
man of the planning council. The BICs in 10 areas were
described as having union representativés who ‘participated
somewhat actively, made suggestions in council meetings,

!
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and offered advice based on their knowledge of the labor
market and the training required for skill development. In 12
cases, unions participated in the work of private industry
councils, but with minimal interest and little influence. In
several councils, the union representatlves regarded .their
roles as limited to matfers of direct interest to local unions,
and they became involved only as programs appeared to af-
fect collective bargaining agreements. In this regard, they
were not unlike other council members who are protective of
their institutional interests. In the remaining three areas, the
PICs were not well enough established to permit Judgments
on the role of organized labor (table 62).

Fable 62
Participation of Organized Labor
in the Private Sector Initiative Program
Sample Prime Sponsor Areas

Number of
Extent. of participation ,.  reporting areas
Major role in program development ... ... H 3
- Active participation in PIC deliberations . .. 10
Perfunctory or miniral partjcipation .. .... 12
Tooearlytojudge ...........ooovvnnnn.. 3

SOURCE: Reports from 28 areas.

Views of Organized Labor , "
on Title VII

The predominant sent1ment among union spokesmen was
that the increased empha51s, on fhe role of the private sector
in training and employment programs is a desirable develop-
ment in CETA, When union respondents were asked: ‘“What
is organized labor’s view of the usefulness of the private sec-
tor initiative program (PSIP) in aiding disadvantaged

workers in obtaining employment >’ almost two-thirds om

those who replied saw private industry programs as a useful
and productxve means for reaching CETA goals.

.
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*
h Number of
. prime sponsor areas

Very good, useful, best CETA program . ... .9 :
Good, useful tool .. v . .t 8
May be useful, but not clearly evident . .. ... 5
Notuseful . ..covvvivieiiiiiin i e, 4
INOTESPONSE v vevriaieeiannnnnnnanns 2

Total ... .. i i 28

S
Many who took this position saw greater job placement
opportunities available in the private sector OJT programs in

'contra‘é'ﬂ“o the dimited job openings in the public sector or in

nonprofrt organizations. One respondent commented, ‘“The
jobs arein the private sector that is where the dlsadvantaged
are most likely to find openings, and that is what they should
be trained for.”” When asked about the possiple role for
unions in this effort, a majority of respondénts expected
unions to have ,a substantive to major role in planning and
operating such programs. These union spokesmen expressed
*an interest in playing a greater role in PIC deliberations and
programs than they have in other CETA efforts.

What rqle does organized labor see for itself in PSIP?

Number of
) , prime sponsor areas
A lafge, importantrole ..t ........... Ceas 8
Some substantive input ........ e o 7
- Some input, but major role is
®to protect Ihbor’sinterest .............. 4
Only role is to protect labor’s interest .. .... ’ 2
“Nosrolé'at present ... ..... P e . 5
NOTeSponse ......ovvuunneeenns e : 2
Total oo e, 8

*’Respondents who saw a large role for orgamzed labor in
PSIP tended to be those who consider that.the new private
'sector approach i®CETA is desirable. #They also saw

S
themselves as being able to provide expert assistance in
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defining future job\ rospects, designing training programs,
and specifying the qualifications of instructors. Some added
_that employer and union representatives on the PIC are more

likely to ‘‘talk the same language’’ than is true with the
prime sponsor or other members of the planning council. As
in many other aspects of CETA, the interest§™of labor
representatives on the PICs were twofold: (a) the use of
CETA to assist those most in need to participate successfully
in the labor market; and (b) to ensure that this is dorie in
ways do not threaten the position of regular employees, .
union members, or collective bargaining arrangements.

Organized Labor’s Participation-.
in Program Operations

Preceding sections have been concerned with the role of
, organized labor in the planning of CETA programs through
the deliberations of the planning council and the PIC. Once
a plan is approved by the regional office of DOL, its
elements must be implemented by prime sponsor staff and
" subrecipients. The implementation process opens a number
of potential avenues for participation by labor organiza-
tions, some -of which are mandated by law. This section
describes the manner in which unions handled their consulta-
tion and concurrence responsibilities and explores the
'character of union mvolvement in the operations phase of
CETA.

Consuftation and Concurrence -

Prlmﬁponsors are obligated ‘‘to provide for the par-
ticipation of organized labor in the design of programs and
activities, and coordination in tl?e subsequent operation of
programs.”’ Under this broad mandate they must:

1. C9nsult with approprlate labor. organi-
& zations . . . in the planning, design, and cofitént of

< :
<
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the “training, work experience, and public service
employment . . . with respect to job descriptions,
wage rates, traifing standards and arrangements,
and occupations planned; -

2. Obtain written concurrence from the appropriate
bargaining agent where a collective bargaining
agreement exists with the participating employer
covering occupations in which training or subsi-
dized employment is proposed. . . .'?

The important distinction between the two requirements
lies in the relation of the proposed training to collective
bargaining contracts: consultation, when there is general in-

terest of a labor orgamzatlon in an occupation for which

training is proposed; and written concurrence when the pro-
posed training programs, such as on-the-job training or a
pre-apprentice program, are for jobs that are covered by a

_collective bargaining agreement. If the request for concur-

rence is not responded to in writing within 30 days of

notification, the program may proceed.

Written requests for concurrence had gone to appropriate
labor organizations in 16 of the study areas; in 11 areas no
request for concurrence had been sent, while in one case, in-
formation was not available. Reasons for not requesting
concurrence were either that no collective bargaining
agreements were involved in any of the proposed #aining or

"PSE activities, or that formal procedures were unnecessary

since the prime gponsors and union representatives were in

sufficiently close contact to resolve any issues surrounding '

the proposed activities. There were some instances in which

~unions had so little interest in any CETA proceedings as=to

make formal attempts at consultation purposeless

,In 7 of the 16 prime sponsor areas where concurrence was
requested umon obJecnons had been raised to some of the

12, Federal Regtsler Part'IX, May 20 1980, 676- 24(b)
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proposed programs. The grounds for objection varied: three
involved proposed PSE projects, and in every case the pro-
posal was wlthdrawn In one of these, a hospital union com-
plained that the proposed program would use PSE enrollees
in one part of the hospltél while regular employees in
another part would be laid off. A second involved a project
in a county welfare agency. The union argued that the pro-
ject would have" overtaxed the supervisor to whom the
enrollees were to be a551gned The third PSE proposal was
challenged by a building trades council on' the grqunds that
"the painting to be done in a public building should instead be
put up for bidding. In the remaining instances, union objec-
tions were to specific training programs, usually in building
craft® Most were resolved in discussions with prime spon-
sors. One training proposal for welding was withdrawn when
the union representative (HRDI) pointed to the absence of '
jobs in that occupation.

In addition to those instances in which union objection to
a proposed program was asserted in writing, there were six
areas where the objections were handled through consulta-
tion.The objections centered on training programs which
union officials thought were unnecessary or poorly designed.
In some cases, the issues were resolved through modificd-
tions in the program; others were cancelled or were still
pending at the time of the survey. Ina few cases, the unions
helped prepare an acceptable modification.

Apart from the mvolvement stemmmg from obJectlons to
proposed. training programs, unions participated more
broadly in CETA activities. In answer to a specific query,
respondents in 15 areas replied that representatives of,
organized labor contributed to the de51gn or operation of
specific training programs other than PSE. They provided
information on labor market needs, training content, .and.
particularly on the p0551b111t1es for pre-apprentlce and w-
prentice training. ‘

[ Y
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Are there ‘opportunities for union participation in the
design and operation of programs that have not yet been ex-
ploited? A majority of prime sponsor and union represen-
tatives.think there are; but when asked to specify what could
be done, and to suggest why such opportunities had not been
_used more fully, the responses tended to be very general One
did propose that, ‘“‘Labor could be involved more in the_
design phase of activities, could suggest. programs, rather
than just review those proposed by the prime sponsor.”
“However,”” he added, ‘‘the prime sponsor has never
solicited this kind of involvement.’

Some union representatives ascrlbed their limited par-
ticipation to the inadequacy of union representation on
councils and the difficulty of attending CETA meetings
when they are held during the day.

Delivery of P(ogram Services ' ’

Unions mgy participate directly in the work of CETA by
contracting to deliver services, and a number have done so.
But these activities at the local level were dwarfed by the ef-
forts undertaken by the national AFL-CIO and by interna-
tional unions under Title III contracts. These instances of

. direct’ mv?‘@ment of labor orgamzatlons infthe employment
and train system will be discussed in turn.

Local contracts In almost half of the survey dreas, prime,
sponsors contracted with labor organizations for delivery of
some training or other services. Three prime sponsors award- .
¢d_contracts to the United Automobile Workers: -two for
ftrammg in technical skills or OJT, and one for special job
development and placement of CETA cliénts in auto plants.
The International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers had
one contract for training in a @kill Training Improvement

*‘Program.
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[ -

In the remainder of the survey areas in which such con-
tracts were noted, the contracting organization was a central
Tabor body—either a local council, a state AFL-CIO federa-
tion, or in one case, the local office of HRDI. Theése
organizations. located openings in unionized plants,
facilitated entry of CETA participants, and promoted ap-
prenticeship opportunities. There were a number of in-
stances in which training was provided, some of which was

conducted in a classroom setting.
-

National agreements. While the bulk of CETA funds,are
allocated to local and state prime sponsors, Title III reserved
a portion}? to.be administered directly by the Department of
Labor-in programs that serve groups considered to be par-
ticularly disadvantaged in the labor market. As it had for
- many years prior to CETA, the Department of Labor con-
tracted with many national unions and other organizations
to supply employment and training services under Title III."*
The rationale for such activity was elaborated in a joint
statement in 1967 by AFL-CIO President George Meany and
Secretary of Labor Willard Wirtz;, *“To mobilize and utilize
the vast resources of skilled talent and experience available
within the labor movement to plan, develop, coordinate, and
operate manpower programs for the hardcore
unemployed.”’'* The Department of Labor contracted with

-

13. Outlays for all Title 111 programs, including programs for native Americans, migrants,
and other special groups, amounted to $0.5 billion or 6 percent of total CETA outlays ih -
FY 1979. See 1980 Employment and Training, Rep,ort of the President, p. 25.

- 14. It 15 worth noting that in the discussions that“preccded the emactment of CETA there
was some concern on the part of AFL-CIO spokesmen that decentralization implied the end
of the national programs which constituent unions were then operating. William H.

olberg, then Assistant Secretary of Labof, describes a meeting With Kenneth Young of the
AFL-CIO in which these concerns were voiced. Kolberg writes. **I assured him that we had
no intention of taking this action with respect to union training programs and that as long
as | was Assistant Secretary no such decentralization would take place.’’ See William H.
Kolberg, Developing Manpower Legislation. A Personal Chronicle (Washington. Natiopal
Academy of Sciences, 1978), p. 38. ~ i
15. ** Tenth Anniversary Report to the HRDl Board of Trustees” (Washington. AFL-CIO
Human Resources Development Insfitute, 1978). . \

Q
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16. 1980 Employment and Training Reporl of the President, p. 29.
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labor organizatidns for an additional reason: it was expected
to influenice firms and unions to provide greater access to
major industries and occupational areas for mmorltles and
other disadvantaged persons

Under CETA Title III orgamzed labor has provnded

several services: Operational, promotional, and technical
assistance. The first included a variety of programs desngned
to foster-the training and employment of persons eligible
under CETA rules. The second grew out of the decentraliza-
tion of CETA and entailed the use of union staff members to
disseminate information about CETA and to encourage

local union officials to become involved in the work of prime _

sponsor councils as well as the PICs. Under the-third, union
men and woigen have been-trained to serve effectlvely at the
local level.

The most extensive operational projects have been the
Targeted, Outreach Program-(TOP) and the National OJT
Program. TOP has sought to secure openings for minorities
and women in apprenticeable jobs in the construction and
other highly skilled occupations. Among the five organiza-
tions which contracted with the Department of Labor to
sponsor such projects on a multiregional basis, three were
union-related: the Human Resources Development Institute,
the United Automobile Workers,, and -thé International
Association of Firefighters. The TOP projects have done no
training; the aim has been to recruit ‘‘fairly qualified job

- seekers from the target groups, provide them with a relative-
) ly modest level of counseling, tutoring, and supportive-ser-

vices, and develop appropriate _)Ob opportunities to which
they can be referred.'¢

. TOP has operated in approximately 100 cities. In 22 of
these, the projects have been’coordinated by HRDI and in
another 20, by localIy based organizations, most of which

*
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"are union affiliates. As indicatgd,' TOP concentrates on ap-
prenticeable jobs in the skilled construction trades. Although
a high proportiogof all apprenticeship programs registered
with the Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training dre in the
construction trades, the persistent high rate of unemployed
in the industry has kept down the number of openings for
apprentices. Nevertheless, it is estimated by the DOL that
TOP placed approximately 50,000 persons in skilled trade
positions from 1967 to the end of FY 1976. InFY 1979,
half of the 14,000 placements made through TOP were in.the
skilled construction trades, while 6,500 individuals were
- placed in other skilled occupations and 800 went into non-
* skilled jobs.' = . .

The national OJT program, like TOP, was established in
the late 1960s. It has sought to open employment oppor-
tunities through the interventioti of groups which have better
access to job markets than do prime sponsors. Most of thé 20
separate ;_E[gihing projects have been operated by national

labor organizations, and some e ployer dssociations also

- have participated. Training on the job, supplemented in .

somie cases by classroem training; helps participants acquire
the skills needed tp function successfully in the labor market.
Because participants in_the ‘projfcts immédiate!y Become.
part of the employer’s workforce,' their retention upor com-
pletion of the project is high—on the order of 70 percent. In"
1979, some 17,000 persons received training under the pro-
. gram. Of those placed in ungubsidized jobs, approximately
24 percent wére women and 46 percent were from minority
groups."” - L e T
The second cateéory of national agreements in which
organized labor has had an important role has been pro-

A

’ ) ’

- 17 Ibid.- . - .
18 ibud h should be noted also that TOP operauons were substantially reduced following
budget reductions for fiscal 1981 and l§82. . ' . \ .
~19. Ibid., pp-29-30. ) i
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grams to promote effectlve union participation in "the decen-

tralized CETA system. As we have seen, the act opens op- '
- poftunities for union participation, but this does not ensure
that local labor organizations will take advantage of them.
~Under a national agreement with the Department of Labor
to provide information to unions on the purpase, functions,
and usefulness of employment and training programs, the
HRDI has conducted leadership education and training pro-
grams to increase the effectiveness”of union members who
serve on planning councils, youth councils, and PICs. In ad-

\ dition, HRDI representatives, operating through a national
network of 59 offices, have examined prime sponsor plans to
identify’ problems relating to union involvement and try to

‘resolve them either at the planning stage or in the design of
specific training activities. Following the CETA amendments
of 1978, the increased emphasis on prime sponsor consulta-
tion with labor organizations and the requirement of concur-
rence in certain circumstances enlarged the scope of technical
assistance activities. -

\ HRDI, like its counterpart in the business community, the .
\ National Alliance of Business, had the additional task of
promoting the establishment of private industry councils
through its own participation and by facilitating the par-
ticipation of ‘other labor organizations. The dgreement be-
tween_the DOL and HRDI for-services in 1980 called on the
0rgamzat10n to continue its activities in support of the

\ private sector initiative program. gPS‘IP 2, Lm
' rams to con-

O\through publications and education prog

tinue the work. of making labor more aware of the op-

" portunitjes for participation in PSIP .
' . to foster labor participation in program planning both

through PICs and plannmi councils and throug. CETA \ 7

-

review and ‘comment procgdures;

’0 Human Resour&s Developmenr Insutute. Scope of Work, Based on ‘.omract between
, theHRDlandL.S. bcpaftmcnt of L.abor for the period January 12, 1980 through .lanuary
10. 1981. No date, (Proccssed ) ) 4l
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* to make use of its union and employer contacts in
business and industry to 'develop new job placement op-
portunities in support of PSIP; and

. , ¢ to assist labor organizations to develgp worthwhile job
\ .and training programs.with private employers. *

. Asimilar effort to provide technical assistance designed to
smooth the operation of Titles IID and VI of CETA was en-
visioned in the national agreement with AFSCME Career
Development, Inc. The Employment and Training Ad-
ministration (ETA) enlisted the help of AFSCME to
-minimize the PSE problems that were expected to arise from
the 1978 amgndments toxCETA. Under. the agregitient,
AFSCME Caregr Development, Inc: assigned seven persons-
to provide teéhr%cal assistance to prime sponsors when called
upon. These trained unioff representatives were to ‘‘work
with prime sponsors to discuss and‘resolve problems that
may arise from hiring, promoting, -or terminating CETA
., -workers in terms of impact -on regular public sector
employees.”” The" agreement focused particularly on the
potential impatt on regular. emgloyees of waiver requests by
. - prime sponsors to allow temporary extensions of PSE
’ tenure

. Promotional act1v1t1es 51m11ar to thgse of HRDI have been
performed by the AFL CIO Great LakesRegional Council-
in DOL Region V (Minnesota, Wisconsin,{Illinois, Indiana,

.\ AOhio, and Michigan). Created with the support' of the six

v

state AFL-CIO federations, the council has seen itself as a
technical reso or ETA, CETA prime sponsor staff, and
labor uniong” Under the Title III agreement with the DOL, it
has operatdd in areas that have been serviced neither by’
-+ HRDI nor a state AFL-CIO program.

Thg continuation of national programs after the decen-
tralization, of ‘the emplbyment and training system was based
on the Judgment that there are spemal adVamages in using

. the vapous national networks of serv:t:e delivery Wthh most
o kg

e .
A . a0
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s prime sponsors could not be expected to duplicate in the ear-
ly years of CETA. With respect to the role of organized.
I labor in CETA, the national agreements represént an alter-
native means of enlisting the more vigorous participation of
local labor ()rganizati(tms.2l
Organized Labor -
and Public Service Employment

As indicated\earlier in this chapter, the AFL-CIO and its
affiliates regard public service employment legislation as
desirable economic and social policy. This position is based '
on the premise that a federal subsidy ta employ jobless peo- ) K

' ple in. local and “state gdvernment in periods of recession
moderates high levels of unemployment and increases the .
supply of public services. However, support for such pro- —
grams is conditioned on enforcement of rules that prevent f i
Jocal administrators ‘from substituting fed'erally subsidized -

\ workers for regular. employees or using the program tés 7. g::
undermine existing standards of wages and workmg condl- I 2
tions. . ) . - v.“f

The AFL-CIO was successful in mcorporalt/ug\ such -, = *
safeguards in legislation authorizing public employment pré= +° :‘
grams. Organized labor supported the passagefef"' the. ’ -
Emergency Employment Act of 1971 that provided employ-
ment for approximately 150,000 unemployed persons® i 9
public sector jobs but proposed a number of safeguard§ that - ‘,::"'_'
became part of the statute..Regular workers were not to be _-. - . g / K
dlsplaced wages were not to be below the, legal i mrmmum nor .
‘the prevailing rate, employees under the act were to recewe gl

the same.benefits as other workers, and labor orgamzatxons '. ' ‘

e were to’get a chance to comment on the }Qcal oﬁ{imal# ﬂ‘ °-
¥ plication for funds. ° L e e 7 u;;?r [
« |2k At thetme this report was bcmg compl‘é)fd’ the Rczfgan Ktﬁmmstrauon had pmpps.edv &' ‘ .-

. . asharp reductian for fiscal 1982 jor marmc m t‘unds.avmlzﬁfe for nanonal agrccmcn!s .o et

such as those with organized labor.‘ L el _4_¢..’_f-f"~‘_ . . JRERY -

.
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The Comprehensrve‘Employment and Trarnmg Act of
1973, also warmly endorsed by organized labor, carried for-
: ward most of these protective provisions. The large and
- . .rapid increase in PSE enrollment, the difficult fiscal situa-
. tion confronting many local governments, and the growth of

union organization among publi¢ employees combined to

complicate the administration of public service employment
. programs. These administrative difficulties were aggravated
e by the 1978 amendments to CETA. The wage, eligibility, and
monitoring provisions that were enacted to bring the local
- programs into closer conformity with national policies anF
to control program abuses were especially difficult to ad-
minister. This section examines problems encountered in the
implementation of PSE, with particular emphasis on the
problems that’ arose as.localr governments and labor
organizations sought %o adjust to the strains created &y the
1978 amendments and, subsequently, to the sharp- decline in
“the size of the PSE programs. The findings are derived main-
.y from the experiences,of the prrme sponsors in the ample,
but information from_other sourges has been taken into ac-

> >count with respect to soine of the issues.

™
Y -

Extent of - Employee Orgamzatzon

Employee orgarfrzatlon membershlp and ,collectrve
bargainingin the public sector incgamsed greatly in the 19609
and 1970s. In 1978, just*over 4 g/ million full-time state and
local gavernmenit- employees in approxrmately 30,000
bargaining units befonged ‘to an employee organization.

- - Tiey: represented 37 perceit of all state and local govern-
Cos ment employees. . Among staté employees, coverage was 29
;¢ percent in local goxaernment 40 percent.? .

<. - \\ eln ‘fodr out of five of the study areas P “enrollees were
A ___eir'ipfgyed }n local governments some of whose regujar

hd = 0
. 22 Uus. Dcpaftmmt pf Commcrcc Bureau of tlL Census, Labor Management Relations
- m‘mle and chal Govemmenls vol 3, Public Employmcnt No. 3, October 1979, p 1.

-
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Role of Organized Labor 257 ¢
employees -were covered by a collective bargaining agree-
ment. Coverage was not as great-in state.agencies that en-
rolled PSE participants (54 pqrcent) Nonprofit organiza-
tions employing PSE workers ‘had labor contracts in less
than a fifth of the areas (table 63) The prohferatlon of state
laws requiring public employer:s 19 recognize and bargain
collectively with organizations supported by a majerity of
the workforce was undoubtedly the most important factor in
explaining the rapid expansion. Whatever the reason, prime
sponsors had to take into account the presence of organiza- .
tions alert to the interests of their members and ready to take

sgssue when those interests appear to be jeopardized. %

> . Table 63
. Percent of Areas in Which Any -PSE Employers
'\ Have Collective Bargaining Agreements

3 Wit Labor Organization
M Sample e Sponsor Areas, 1980 °
Percent of ,
ype o£ PSEemployer oL reporting areas . -
Local gOVernment B DR 79 - ’
State gOVEMMENt « ... .ovavererennnennens ] 54 - . -
-. Nonprofitorganization.................. : 18 o,

‘No agreements with PSE employers ... .... 21 . e

°

SOURCE Reports from 28 areas:

" ‘Despite the hxgh pr0port10n of areas in-which wme agen-
cies employmg PSE workers had collective bargaining con-
tracts, relatively few PSE workers were covered by such ,
agreements. In more than 80 percént of the survey areas,
fewer than half of the BSE enrollees wére in agencies thgt,m_s_

" had labor contracts (table 64) - B T -
) M~,"j ’ e
.In almgst two-thirds of the prime sponsor dreas, PSE ™ . »

. workers assxgned to agencies covered by agreeTents were ad-

“mitted to - .membership in labor organizatjops or - were

' represented by them even if they did not become members.

The most frequently 1dent1fiec‘ labor organizatiom Wthh

-
"
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enrolled and/or

'represenied PSE participants
AFSCME,; others mentioned were local independent unions, -

or teacher associations affiliated with state bodies.

*" Proportion of PSE Workers in Agencies
With Collective Bargaining Agreements
Samplé Prime Sponsor Areas, 1980

Proportion- of PSE. workers

~ Percent of
reporting areas

More than half
One-fourth t
Upto one-fourth ........
None .......comenn....

18

36
25
21

SOURCE: Reports from 28 areas. °

" Printe Sponsor-Liz"bor

i

- -

Organization Issues _

=S :
The assignment of public service employment part1c1pants

" t0 employing agencies in which wages and working condi-
tions have been incorporated in a bargaining agreeme
st1tuted a potential Source of conflict between prim
S0rs or employmg agenmes and labor organizations. The new
PSE wage prov1smns of the 1978 r&uthonzation act enlarg-
ed the grounds for differences. This .section reviews the
issues that arose in the administration of PSE and presents
organized labor’s perceptions of the 1978 changes.

*to supplant rathe

Substitution. The use of federally financed PSE workers -

than to supplement the regular workforce
'was a continuing concern of labor organizations. Even -
.though :CETA regulations Ap!'Ohlblt this practice, some
unions feared that public employers might use this means to

. u‘ndermine their bargaining |position. On the other hand, -
some employing agencies charged labor orgamzatlons with
ralsmg thlS issue only to 1mprove théir bargammg position.
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In 8 of the 28 study areas, organized labor objected to the
use of some PSE enrollees in positions that labor believed
should be filled by regular employees. In some instances the
PSE workers had been put in jobs vacated by regular
employees. In others, the effect on regular workers was less
direct—hiring PSE workers for a project in one department
of a hospital while regular workers in,another department
were laid off; and in another instance, using PSE workers in
new positions that the union believed would have been fund-
ed from lo_cz{;l budgets in the absence of PSE.

The unions were successful in changing the situation in
seven of the eight areas. Several approaches were used:
eliminating the questloned positions, changing the nature of
the PSE jobs, and transferrmg PSE workers to the regular
payroll. Attrition solved the problem in one case, and in
another the union reluctantly went along with the proposed
?PSE jobs because of the city’s severe financial problems.

Job restructuring. Actions taken to adjust to lower wages
were regarded by labor organizations as a threat to the labor
standards of the regular workforce or, in some cases, as un-
fair to CETA participants. The combined ef,fect of th
limitations on average wages and supplementation increase
labor’s apprehensions. In some jurisdictions the preyailing
entry level salary for some occupations in which PSE par-
ticipants had previously been placed was above the salary the
prime sponsor could pay andtay within the llmltS imposed
bysthe ‘amendments. A Labor Department suggestlon for
overcoming thxs problem was to restructure jobs by retaining
only the lesser tasks of the original posmons that is, to pitch
the-new job at a somewhat lower skill level. .

. 'PSE jobs were restructured in about two-thirds of the .

survey areas. Labor orgamzatlons were consulted in about
half of these areas. Some unions charged that the low wage
“restructured’’ jobs were, in fact, the same as, Qr very little
. different from, the previous higher paying jobs and tended
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to undermine existing wage structures. In Phlladelphla the ‘
union tefused to go along with restructuring the lowest level
laboring and clerical jobs, and PSE hiring for city agencies |
. was temporarily frozen. There were a few instances where i
~.  unions reluctantly went along WEV h the lower wage “‘restruc-
tured’” jobs even though they believed them to be simply the
old, jobs with new titles. In other argas, the dnions worked
with the government agencies to create “‘trainee’ positions ..
that they felt would not Jeopardlze the established wage
structure. . :

Effects on collective bargaining agreements Following the
enactment of the 1978 amendments, collective bargaining
provisions dealing with,PSE were changed in six areas. In
half the areas, new PSE job c1a551f1catlons at wages below
"the previous contract mlnlm\.‘m were included i in the agree- ,

’

. - .- - ment. Other changes dealt with the_ transfer_of PSE workers | - _
to regular positions, prior notification to the union of any
' changes in CETA staffing, and in one case, raising the wages ‘
of regular employéés to match. a higher CETA wage.
W o N oo
.. Labor s Views of the 1 978 Amendments : <

Labor representatlves objected strongly to the wage prow-
“sions of. the 1978 amendments to CETA. Respondents in
almost two-thirds of the sample areas thought that‘ﬁie per-
missible wage levels should be raised; in only 10 perpent of .
the areas did the respondents belleve that they should remain
unchanged. For the rest, there was either no information, or
theopinions expressed were nQt clear (table 65). The objec-
tion tq lower wages is based not alone on the fear,that it may
undermine’ the prevailing entry level Wwages| ‘Some
respondents made the pomt that the dlsadvantage would
nat be helped if the wage restrictions forced prime sponsors
"to place’ part1c1pants in low wage, low skill positions that
would not prov1de the skills necessary to obtaln employment
in the competmve Jabor market, i .o e

- s,—" - J o /‘j L I

N
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“

' "Table 65 H . .
% ‘ Views of Labor Representatives on the 1978 Amendments ’
CFTA Title IID and Title VI . *
. Sample ane Sponsor Areas, 1980 w
) Percent of %
' Provision . reporting areas
Eligibility rules
Should be:
"Tightened .................. P ' 7
Loosened.............cooviut. feen 46 .
. Left as theﬂ{re .................... . 29 .
" Don’t know or noanswet ............ ! 18 .
"PSE wage rates ‘
Should be: . . .. _ - - o
b o--Raised-. it i 64
N Lowereql .................. e ! 0
- Leftunchanged ..... e : m
= %1 Don'tknow Orno answer ............ s 25 .
“PSE training: Lo . oL
Agood idea........ e : . .
. t¢good idea .....ooviiviininnn.. - 4
g i know OF NO ANSWET .o nn.. 25
; 'soURCE: Reports from 28 areas. e

'Organized labor als@ reacted to the changes in the PSE
eligibility provisions of the 1978 amendments. Labor
spokesmen in almost half of the prime sponsor areas favored
looser eligibility rules. They believed that PSE should be
“opened to a wider spectrum of appllcants by reduc1ng the re-
quired weeks of unemployment or increasing the maximunt )
perrmssrble income. On the other hand, in 36 percent of the .
_areas, union respondents thought the rules should bg left as ’

" they were or, in two cases trghtened : d)%

Concern for the needs of the drsadvantaged was reflected ' :
in the strong support by labor respondents of the mandate . '
‘réquiring prime sponsors t spend part of Title 11D and Title
VI funds for training PSE participants. Some however, felt
that such expen.drtures would be wasted if they were spent ® .
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only on job search techniques; they preferred job skill train-

ing. - ‘ '

. The new limitation 3n duration of enrollment in PSE jobs

" ‘created problems for iébor, oxgamzatlons which represented
PSE parthmpants They pressed local governments to hire
more PSE workers for unsubsidized jobs or at least to give
them preference when jobs became open. '

Labor Percepiions of PSE Usefulness -

In an attempt to determine organized labor’s perception of

N the PSE program, labor officials were asked if, in their opin-
, ion, PSE jobs or projects were useful to the commuiiity and

+ beneficial to the part1c1pants (table 66). Of those who ex-

_ pressed an ppmlon a majority found the program useful to

" both thespmmunity and the d1sadvantaged participant, But

. the favorable attitudes were not overwhelming, and some
-~~~ —respondents expressed reservations. Some-felt, for example, -
" that the community benefits would be greatly enhancﬁ“ f the
maintenance of* effdrt 1 requ1rements were enforced. Local
governments, it was argued, should find other mefns. of
.dealing with fiscal crises. Although the usefulness of PSE for -
participants was generally acknowledged some respondents
believed that the benefits are ‘precarious unless the training is

geared to prospective job needs and its quality improved.

. Table 66 :
‘ Opinions of Labor Representatlves on Usefulness
| of Public Servnce Employment to Community and Participants
" Sample ane Sponsor Areas, 1980 .

Opinion of - | For- : ‘Ft)r
labor representatives ° - . community \particip'ants
A 2 3 (Percent of repomng areas)
Useful vovvniiirieiiieans Ceeedee s 25. 217
Useful, but with reservations ........ = 18 25
. / Not usefut ............ Tieenen AP . 3Q 32
’ No opinion or no information ....... "2 -2

SOURCE: Reports from 28 areas. )
NOTE: Details may not add to 100 percent due to rqunding.‘ )

. - L e =
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When asked about their views,gn. the size of the PSE pro-
gram, about half of those who expressed an opinion would
increase it. In the main, they believed PSE to be.an effective
means of helping at4east some of the jobless in periods of
h1gh unemployment About one-third would reduce the pro-
gram because they thought' other types of training were
superior. The remainder would keep it at the size it was in
December 1980.

o

Summary . .

a

Organized labor has consistently supported employment

.and training legislation as sound economic and social

policy. It has, however, insisted that such programs
must rfot endanger the employment and wage standards

. of the regular labor force.

o

[ ]

"

Framers of CETA provided a role f“or organizeh labor in

I

the planning and conduct of CETA programs and, in
the main, prime sponsors have observed the res
quirements of the statute. Labor is represented on ad-

visory committees in al‘l the areas surveyed, they are .

consulted on program content and design, and where
necessary, their concurrence is solicited. . .

In the decentralized CETA éystem however, organized
labor has not had a major-role in planning CETA pro-

grams except in a relatively few places. In two-thirds of
He areas surveyed, labor’s role ras been described as

perfunctory This reflected an absence of union effort in
. some places and a lack of influence in others. In 18 per-
cent oft-the arealr labor’s, role was active:and its in-
‘fluence, significdnt. It played a moderate role in an
addrtlonal 11 percent of the areas. .

Orgamzed labor’s interest in CETA ran in two direc-
tions: (a) protection of the established standards for

wage and working conditions, and (b) improyernent of -
. . . < - - ‘ ,l -

" . . . b

-
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i
1
i

5 the quality ‘qf training programs and their relevance to
the needs of the labor market. With respect to safe; .
s guarding its interests, organized labor was concerned
over limited participation in the planning process, the
substitution of PSE wiorkers for regular employees, and
the level of wages pa to PSE workers. The use-of some
PSE enrollees in jobs that otherw1se would have been
filled by regular workers was'a Jabor-management issue
» in 8 of the 28 study areas. In all but one instarnice the
union position prevailed or the problem was solved by.
attrition. Unions were .consulted in less than one-third
, of the aregs where PSE-positions were re tured fo
_ meet the mandated lower wage levels. In most areas, the
unions cooperated with the employing agency to,
establlsh ‘“‘trainee’’ positions and to formulate a new set

of duties that would justify a lower wage

e Organized labor generally viewed PSE programs as
useful .and favored increasing their size or maintaining
December 1980 levels. About 1th1rd of the labor
respondents, however, did not s are-this view. Many
union spokesmen supported the use of PSE funds for

) tr(ammg prov1ded that the quality could be 1mpro<(ed

- and“the: training more closely geared 10 meetlng the
"needs of the job madrket. : .

[y

* With respect to-ldbor’s posrtron on the 1978 amend-’
ments, most respondents favored loosening the eligibili-
ty requ1rements to permit wider participation in CETA -
programs, raising the level of PSE wage rates, and plac- )
ing greater emphasis on trammg :

* In abou}80 percent of the survey areas, one or more of |

s the agencies that employ PSE participants had a collec—

= tive bargaining. agreement with a labor orgamzatron,

s - and.in 18 of .the 28 areas, the unions enrolled and
R represented CETA enrollees \\ S

. . A .
LT - - -
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*w

e Following passage of the 1978 reauthorization act, pro- ”"

visions of collective bargaining agreements dealing with
PSE issues were modified in one quarter of the area§l
~  where such contracts were in effect. Most ofthe
modifications were the result of the new vyége provi-
sions and involved the establishment df new positions
- ,» and the protection of the existing wage structures.
: \ .
+ .o The introduction of the Private Sector Initiative Pro-
-, gram was supported by organized labor, and in a ma-
jority of the study areas -union officials expected to
\ assist in.the development of the program.

¢ In addition to participating in local employment and

training activities] organized labor was involved in na-
. tionwide programs funded unMer Title III. These were
RS -4 . N

~ direct arrangements between the Department of Labor
.and specific national unions and operated outside the
local prime spogsor system. In this respect, they were a
departure from the decentralized mode of CETA: In the
main, these arrangements predate CETA and were in-
tended to meet special needs that could not be accom-
modated through the local prime Sponsor system.. ..

e Many ‘nationwide contracts consisted chiefly of pro-
grams to recruit and place minority members and

- women in skilled and apprenticeable occupations and to
arrange for OFT placements in firms where unions had

. collective bargaining agreements. The purpose of some.
- \ ,of the contracts, such as ghose with HRD& and
AFSCME, was to foster unidijnterest in local prime
sponsor activities and to supji edusational Assistance

to accomplish this. ‘

-




: © - Finding Jobs for

... @ CETA Participants ..

. A 37 -
2
) The placement of participants in suitable unsubsidized .

employment—transmon-—has long been a major objective

of employment and training progams. This objective was

~ reaffirmed in the CETA legislation which declared that the

* .« purpose of the programs was to assure “‘that. training and

other services lead to maximum employment opportunmes .

and enhance self-suffrcrency .”> The reauthorrzatron of

‘ 1978 expanded the objective to include increasing ‘‘earned

. ifcome.”’ Thus, the-goatbecamg r{lot merely a job, but stable
. employment at ‘a higher levél of compensation. ¢

. Although CETA is charged with many obJEctrves, its suc-

.. cess generally is measured by the .number of enrollees ‘who
' enter-unsubsidized employment and the level of their post-
CETA céarnings. These qutcomes® eﬂect he pohcres, €m-

phasrs, ands management ractrces%?CETA admrnrstrators

- as well as labor market'cofiditions. The kinds of trarnmg and

. - ger?nces provided to enroliees and the efforts to place them

' 'ﬂ’éve much to do with their ability to, obtarn surtgble employ-
. ment. - w ¥ .

” Th\s.c'hapter is concerned with the Organrzagron and pro-

» cedures used by prime sponsors.to arrange for the ‘placement

% of CETA enrollees in unsubsidized jobs and the effect of the -
1978. CETA amendments on these efforts. It also-réviews the

rd

Racd )

‘ 261 T .
oo 4289-»‘




4

r

o

4

268 Jobs £or‘CE’I’A Pamclpants \ - .

eff ect of CETA on the postprogram employment adJustment
and earmngs “of part1c1pants -t

Leglslattve and~ ' ‘_ .
Administratiye. DeveIopments LT

Whlle the job placement objective has been central in
CETA, emphas1s has-fluctuated with changes in economi

condmons Earl'y Department of Labor (DOL) regulationg

and a description of mechanisms and procedures to be used.
Prime sponsors were to place Title I (latér Tjtle IIB) enrollees
in training only if there was a reasonable expectatlon of

"employment in. the occupation for which they were be}ng ’

trained. In the case of public service empl'oy‘ment programs

(PSE) one of the following eonditions was fo be met: gne- -

half of the PSE enrollees were tQ be placed in unsubsld zed”
jobs; or agencies employing PSE workers were to fill ne-

“half of the vacancies occurring in their Tegular work orce -

with.CETA enrollees. These PSE goals, however, were soon
watered down by congressmnal action and DOL regulatlons

As early as 1974, in leglslatlon :é[stabhshmg the Tlﬂe VI + 2

countercyclical public service em‘bloyment programs,’ Con-=

gress made clear that, although the Degltitment of 'Labor :

«could establish “goals ! for- placement of Title "VI par-
ticipants, these were not tosbe treated as ondmons for,
receipt of funds. A fufther weakemng oceurred in 1977 when
DOL regulations relaxed placement goals for *‘project’ par-
ticipants.' This revision was made during the 1977-1978

bulld-up of CETA %ubhc service .employment as part of

President Carter’s ecdnomic stimulus program. Durin§ that

pemod there was pressure to increase enrollment levels rapid-

ly, and the placement emphasis was a casualty in the process;
although still acknowledged as an obJectlve N 4

provided that all\pew Title VI pubhc service cmployment positidns abnve existing levels

1. The Emerger%obs Programs Extension Act of 1976, Pub. L..94-444, Ocloli?r 1976,
,must be in short daration ““projects.”

3
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Although placement goals and performance against goals
were pdutlnely reviewed by DOL representatives-as part of
the "annual performance asses‘%ments, the first. major 1n— ‘
-itiative by the Depdftment to stress the transition objective
was a field directive issued in May 1978, The national
unemployment rate at that time had fallen to 6 percent {from
a 1976 peak of about 8 percent, and emphasis shifted from
building up to phasing down PSE enro]lments The directive
urged prime sponsors to prepare an empfoyablhty develop-
ment plan for each enrollee, reglster all job-ready par-
}Clpants with the employment service, and enforce a seldorn

* used regulation which pernrits terminating enrollees who fail

to accépt a bona fide job offer. It also required employment -
servige offices to refer PSE participants to job openings and
‘to use thelr contacts with employers for/job development.” .

roo. -

] o .

Reautharizatzon Act Requi’ees T ‘ ot
"‘ ¥ - X -

«Job PIacement Objectwes, PR SN S e

The reauthbrlzatlon.aét of”l978, underscored th.e impot- .
ltance of movmg partlcnyants into’ unsubsldlzed _]ObS and in--
-sreas,;ng thelre&rned mcomg,zThe act: _"' -

4,_\5 .

“e Req'ulred the. Secx;etary of Lapor to assess the. adequacy,

fortnance, standards; - .

\~h
.

" e Required sponsor} to. proV1de CETA enrollees W1th JOb .

© Meatch assistance;

. Requlred sponsprs £6'set aside funds for tra1n1ng PSE
enrollees to ehhance their employment, potentlal

¢ Mandated the preparation of an: employablhty plan for
all Title IT and some Tltle VI enrollees,

1]
<+

- vl : .
2. Field Memorandum 307- '28 Emphaszs on Transmon bf CETA RSE Fartlcufants into
Uns'ubs:d«zed Employmeny, May 22, 1978, \ D

3, Tufe 11 of the reauthonzauon act provides for comprehenslve -trammg serwtes (T;tle' .

il[}) upgrading and retrgumng programs (Title IIC), an® pubhc servnce employment pro-
grams-for the structurally unemployed’ (Tltle l1D)

.

]
.
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$’ .» Loweréd PSE wages to encourage enrollees to seek un-
subsidized jobs;
e Limited the tenure of enrollees to 18 months in PSE
programs and 30 months in all CETA programs; and.
* Established a private sector initiative program under Ti-
" tle VII to assist in placing CETA participants. ;

Taken together these provisions created conditions which
were expected to improve the likelihood of CETA par-
ticipants obtaining unsubsidized employment. On the other
hand, the'more stringent elrgrbrht}"/r—equrrements ‘and the low -
skill jobs necessary-to meet' the new wage provisions were )
likely to make the placement task more difficult. )

Effect ‘of the Reauthorrzatlon Act
«oT.ooon Placement Rates N

" The reauthorrzatron act’s’provisions affected the orgamzat
tion ‘of prime sponsors’ placement mechamsrd and the pro-,
cesses used but did not necessarrly produce better resmlts

. The most comimon indicator of short run- outcomes is the.
’ 'rate of entry into unsubsrdrzed employment of persons who
leave CETA prograims. It is important'to note; however that
'rmmedrate job entry rates aré not-always the most ap-
proprrate measure of program effectrveness For some pro-
grams the aim is to keep youth_ in school and to pro ide
useful experience. Others, such as adult basié¢ education, are
desrgned mainly to enhance long range employabrhty and
self—suffrcrency Work experrence programs for

entry rate (i.e., the number of terminees who enter efv ploy-
" ment immediately after leaving 4 CETA program ex
as a percent of the total number of terminees) are 3111 the ..
most convenient barometer for defermining the extent and
direction of change i in program effectiveness. K

f
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-"Job Entry Rates 1978-1980

: - Between 1978 and 1979, the'combined job entry ra)lte for '
. CEFA Titles 1IB/C, 11D, and VI edged up slightly, while in
A .- 1980 th%,écomposi,te rate fell sharply:* - '
"~ Combined - .
. jobentry ¥ TitleI x TitleIl - Title VI
Fiscal year rate ap/o) - dID) ’
- . < _ (Percent)
1978 ...l ‘. 43 48 - 45 33 %\ s
1979 .o.oveenn. 44 47 * - 41 36
1980 S........c . 38 41 . 35 3510

SOURCE: Based on Table 67.

~
The drop in 1980 was concentrated in Title 1IB/C and in
-Title 11D, while the job_ entry rate for Title VI, which had
y " been lower than the other titles ind 978, remained relatively” *~ ~  °
stable (table 67), The “indirect’ placemeént’rate is the most )
critical measure since it reflects efforts.made by CETA'span-. <,
sors Or program operators to find employment for enrollees
who have left a training or employment program. The in-
direct placement rate dropped sharply betweem 1978 and o
1980 in Title IIB/C. The decline ini Title IIB/C-may be '
related fo the changing characteristics of enrollees, as
discussed more fully below. Job entry rate trends in the
BSSR sample areas were consistent with those for the United _
States. Placement rates for PSE rose in most areas between
1978 and 1979 but declined between 1979 and 1980 -(table
% 68). The trend was more variable among areas for Title VI
and for Titlé IID. Ratés in Title HIB/C declined in a plurality
of areas in both years. On the whole, rates were lower in~ -
1980 than before the reauthorization in 1978.
"™ 4. These rates are based on Department of Labor Management lnformétion Syster;\ (MIS) b
reports. They were calculated by exgluding persons who transfer from one CETA title‘to
another from the termination figures which are the denominator of the job entry rate for-

mula. Data from the DOL Continuous, Longitudinal Manpower Survey (CLMS) show
higher, employment rates. The reasons f(lr differences are discussed later, jn this chapter.
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"Table &7
Individuals Served, Terminations, and Job Entries
CETA Title IIB/C; Title IID, and Title VI, Fiscal 1978-1980

(numbers in thousands) :

. Title IBIC . .. Title IID 7 Title VI ..
+_ Termination stitus . '19782 1979 1980  1978%- 1979 Q980 1978 1979 1980

-

1194 1,114 . 210 460 486 1,017 791 410
712 . 707 87 184 . 248 512 368 249
366 288 39, A86 - 88 167 131 86
) (}’ércent of terminasions) .-
Terminations , , 100, - 1004 100 -~ 100 100 100
7 d . Sy g
Entered eInployment . 47 41 45 - 47 » 35 - 33 35
Direct placement® " 10 9 ” 1 T Tf O f 1
Indirect placement8 26 26 W23 27 ¢ 16 \ZQ 21
Self-placement and other 12 13 1 17 3 .. J16 13
Other positive terminationsh . .. g 21 - 22 25 7 7 8 . -9
Nonpositive.terminations ; 31 30 - 35 - 49 . 60 57
"SOURCE: Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor data. - ' *
* NOTE: Details may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. <.
a. 'Fnlel in fiscal 1978.
b Tltle Ilin fiscal 1978. - .
¢.’Excludes transfers'to other titles, ' ’ . B .
f d. The job entry rate is defined as thq_rauo of the number of terminees who qbtained emplq:vmcnt to the total number of terminations.
¢, Individuals placcd in unsubsidized cmployment"after rccelvmg.onfy outrea Klmmake, assessment, referggl and/or suppdrtive services from
‘CETA. , c}‘g/
f. Less than 0.5 perccnt'\ : Cv S 3 ek . . ot
g Individuals placed in unsubsidized eniployment after pamcnpatmg in CETA trammg, employment programs, or supportive servxces
h. lndxvlduals terminated from CETA who enrolled in school, the armed’seMccs, ora no;n-CETA trammg program - -

,Q'q. ‘1.
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< . Table 68 ‘L. v ‘e :
N Changes in Job Entry Rates:: - \ . .
. °.  Sample Prime Sponsor Areas, Fiscal 1978 1980 )
Directjon of ¢hange , .
~ * in job entry ratio . " Tit_lel ©, Tidedl - Title VI .
1978-1980 - (11B/C) = (IID)

) N ' e (Percént of areas) ' ‘ R
Increase . ...... PRV i . 28" 36 R
Littlechangea .>......... .. 8 12 32 -
Decrease ........ fedeeea . 76 . 60 32
SOURCE: Program data for 25 prime sponsor areds with comparable jurisdictions in all 3 !
years. N
a. Le'ss than § percentage poHnts change between 1978-arrd 1980. i . e’
Reasons for Decline . | , A

in Placement Rates - - , . T

The dechne in pldcement rates in 1980 as compared with -
those of 1978 is"attributable.to a combination of economic
£ and programmatic factors. T .

e A‘rise'in the nation’s unemployment rate from 6. 1 .per-
” cent in 1978 and 5.8 percent’ f%1979 to 6.8 percent in
1980 suggests fhht the decline’in.job entry rates ma¥y be
. %, at least partly due to generally looser labor market con-
ditions. A number of prime sponsors cited changes in
local emp10yment condltlons, especmlly w1despread
layoffs in industry. .
* The changed socioeconpmic profile df CETA enrollees
" since the reauthorization act and the accompanying in-
crease in the hard-to-employ were also frequently cited
{by prime sponisors. ) _ . ,

-r . ¢ Earliet-studie§ suggest that management practices, in-’
cluding the amount 6f emphasis placed on transition and the
resources and“strategies employed ‘to support the placement

K= i -, s - .
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274 Jobs for CETA Parti;:ipants 4 'q
objective, can be a significant factor in-transition.’ In late
fiscal 1979, prime sponsors, facing the prospect of large-
scale terminations of particjpants who reached the newly im-
posed 18:month limit of enrollment, geared up for place-
ment of enrollees. By 1980, the emphams had diminished,
and Iower PSE placément rates may havq,been due to lessen-
ing pressure on prime sponsors to find jobs for laid off PSE

" enrollees.* .

chlining opportunitigs in the public sector may also have -
. affected job prospects for PSE enrollees. In fiscal 19803 60
* percent of the PSE enrollees who terminated and found jobs
* were absorbed in the public sector. But the rate of growth of
state and local government employment has been declining
-in recent years. In the first half of the 1970s, it grew at an an-
nual rate of 4.3 percent, but in the second half the rate slow-
~ed to 2.3 percent, and between 1978 and 1980, to less than
- 1.5 percent.’ ' . .
Job Entry Rates
by Characteristics of EnroIIees

L

Between 1978 (prior to the reauthorization) and 1980 the
proportion of hard-to-employ terminees- rose in all three
titles, but particularly in Title IID, the PSE title specifically
de51gned for the structurally unemployed (table 69). The pro-

A

5. erengoff and Rmdler, CETA: Under Local Control, pp. 232-33; Ripley et al., CETA
Primé Sponsor Managemem Decisions, pp. Zl 25; Mirengoff et al., The New CETA, pp.
112-16. N .

6. Under the reauthorization act, CETA PSE enrollecs who had been in the program far
more than six months as of October 1978 could continue for ‘another 12 months. ,This

- created a “*chff” problem in September 1979 when some 200,000 to 250,000 enrolleese.

reached their J8-month tenure limit and had to be terminated. See Mirengoff et al The
New CETA, pp. 30-31. N ‘ .

7 Without CETA public sector _lObS (he growth rate m the late 1970s would have been
even smaller. CETA PSE enrollees comprised a significant part of the growth in state and
local public service employment during the period 1975-1980, At the peak month of March
1978, the Title 1l and V1 enroliges 1n governmental agencies accounted for about 4,3 per-
cent of the 13 million state and local government employees.

; o ‘ )
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Table 69

. " Selected Characteristics. of Teju'?é of CETA Title IIB/C, Title IID, and Title V1
‘ . - B 4

- Aiscal 1978-1980

. . Title IIB/C: Title 1ID - Title VI
’ Selected characteristic 19782 1979 1980 1978> 1979 1980 1978 1979 .1980
. - , o * (Percent of total) ' . .
Eduyation: Less than 12 grades....... 48 48 49 21, 26 33 29 .28 31
Race: Black._.............../ ....... 33 33 34 22 26 32 26 " 28 33
AFDCrecipient ........ e, 15 17 20 8§ " 12 18 - 1 15
Other public assistance recipient‘ ...... 9 = 7 6 6 7 7 8 6 . 6
Economically disadvantaged......... 79° 88 98 63 83 94" 83 85 90
- Handicapped................... aee. 350 6 8 4 5 6 4 5 5
SOURCE: Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of ‘Labor data. ’
a. Title | 1n fiscal 1978. . ’
. b. Tite 1l'in fiscal 1978.
14 <+ ‘ '
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o f - & . . \ /
pottion of térr_ninees in. Title IID who were welfare ép-

ients, for example, nearly doubled from 14 to 25 percent. = -

Theé différential job entry rates among client groups tend
~ to support the viéw that the decline between 1978 and 1980
was due in part tq a change in characteristics and qualifica-
tions of terminees. Rates were 51gn1f1cantly lower for school
dropouts, AFDC recipients, and blacks than for other
groups (table-70). They were: Higher .for_persons in prime
working ages, those with high $chool-or post-high school
education, apd white persons. Unemployment insurance
recipients, who generally have stable labor™force at-.
tachments, had the highest ratio. Placement rates of the low , .
income group were about average because nearly all par-
ticipants were in the low income category in fiscal 1980.

" Table 70
o . _+ Job Entry Rates by Selected Charactenstlcs »
- . B CETA Title IIB/C, Title IID, and Title VI

( o Fiscal 19803 ° ) .
w Selecfed Title Title  * Title -
" characteristic I1IB/C 11D VI
(Percent) "
US.Total............. 37 31 'L 31 -
School dropout........... . 3T -~ 24 T2
" AFDCrecipient ... ...... - 27 26 23
Lowincome™.............. . 37 31 30
Black . ...l s s 31 25 « 24
Age2244... ... i 47 33 T 33
High school and ) '
post:high school, ... .. ... 48 35 34
White'tnot Hispanic) ........ 40 ' 36 35
Unemployment insurance - '
recxplent ................ 51 39 35

SOURCE:Jimploymem and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor data.
a. Job entry rates calculated for this table with individuals who transferred from one
CETA utle to another included in the termination figures. This accounts for lower U.S.
rates than those shown in table 67. .
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+

+ *““Management PraQﬁcé'Q\Affecﬁgg Tr

In 1978, the General Atcounting OffiGe examined the
systems used by five prime sponsors for moving PSE par-

- ticipants into unsubsidized employment and identified five
major problems:* (1) Although CETA jobs werg supposed to

. be temporary, many participants had held thezé-‘positiogs for

a long time—some for over thgee years, £2) Of the par-
ticipants who found jobs, a high proportion went into public
'sector rathersthan private sector jobs. (3) Spensors had not
developed systematic, approaches to transjtion.:Only a small,
“proportion of enrollees were dssessed ta help them achieve
their employment-goals, and formal, job related training was
not being provided to those most in need of training.

(4) Job-ready participants were not identified, referred to -

the employmenpt service, or given placement assistance or job
search training. (5) Participants were not encouraged to look
for unsubsidized jobs. Where PSE wages were higher than
the wages in prospective unsubsidized employment or where
‘the . participants  expected to be absorbed by thé PSE

employérs, the incentives*were to remain in the PSE pro- .,

gram. These GAQ criticisms: applied only to PSE par-
ticipants, who wes genetally considered to be more job-
ready than those enfolled in other CETA programs. -~

The reauthorization act did not ‘deal directly with place-
ment mechanisms. .However, several of its provisitons have
strengthened mafagement practices that are conducive to the
placement of enrollee§ in--.unsubsidized employmient.~The ",
followtng section explotes the extent to which management ~

 practices Lhage'c‘hanged and'.,as?sgsses the effects of such
changes on'progfam outtomés, °-* :

[ ‘

-~ i

« " R o .
8 General Accoumin}; Office, Mpving“ rlictpanlls JSfrom PublicService Employm?ﬁ? Pro-
grams into Ynsubsidized ‘Iobs Needs. Myre Attention, HRD 79-101,.Octoher 1979, Pp:
¥5-26. The study was condticted in five site$ between July ind November 1978.

- . am v
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Department of Labor
Emphas:s on Placement

“The Department of Labor relies on regulations, instruc-
tidns for preparing the plans and grant«appllcatlons review
of plans, and performance assessments to discharge its
respon51b111ty°for the over51ght of placement activities. A

. The DOL regulatlons to 1mplement the new provisions of
the reauthorization act—employability development plans,
job search assistance, PSE training, and establishment of
private industry councils—were expected, indirectly, to help,
achigve the job placement goal. .However, the regulations
that.dea) difectly with placement activities and systems ap-
pear to be weaker and less specific than the rules in effect
.prlor. to the reauthorization, at least for PSE. Earliek regula-
tions stated clearly that each prime sponsor, program agent,
or subgrantee was responsible, for placing all PSE pat-
ticipants in unsubsidized private or publi¢ sector jobs, and
placement "‘goals” were'set at ‘one-halfs of participants.® -
Revised regulations do not contain explicit transition goals
except for partxclpants whose tenure has expired and who are - .
held ‘over on waviers. Instead, they call for a descrlptlon in -

sthe master plan of job devetopment and placement serv1ces\,’ ’
and contain a'lengthy section dealing with tenu estrlctlons e
and the condmons for obtammg waivers of these limits. '

‘ Rev1sed mstrnctlons for grann appllcatlons are more
spec1f1c than formerly. PI‘lOl’ to the reauthorlzatlon prinf®
. sponsors were asked to describe placement and- followup'
‘procedures and to indicate, how placements are r1f1ed

Revised . inistructions call for a description of "

. - . R
- — . .
~ 4y

. ’

9. US. Department of Labor, “CETA\Compnlauon of Currem Regulauons for Tules I

11, and V1,”,Federal Register, Part 111, October 18" 1977, 96,33(c), p. 55758. Py '
10, U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Trammg Administration, ““CETA

Regulatiqns; Final Rule and Proposed Rule,” Federal RegLster, Part IX, May 20, 1980, -
* 676,104(c) @ and 676.30, pp 33865 and 33878. .
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. employabrhty development plans are developed and used as’
well as the institutional arrangements\for job search ,
assistance, job development and placement.

A third point at which the federal government may in-
tervene in providing guidance to sponsoqs is in the review of
plans. The authorrzat1on in the act to set ‘‘performance stan-
dards’’ gave the Department of Labor more authorrty to
establish individualized placement * rate standards for each

. prime sponsor, taking inte account the Tocal area’s economic
situation, mix of programs, arid clientele. This system gives
"the. Departmerﬁ a more formal andyobjective means of

« testing.the adequacy of the prrme'sponsor $ ti“ansrtlon plans
than it had previously.

Flnally, the Department is responsible for assessing the
sponsors’ placement systems. and their progress in meeting
pl‘acement goals. Emphasis in the formal assessment varies
_from year to year, but placement rates and costs contrnue to

be key elements.

Onthe whole the reauthorrzatron act has strengthened the -

-~

’ _ Department’s authority to morStOr placement activities. The
- results of the revised approach, however, degend on the
- manner in which performanee standards are implemented.

Because of time 1nvolved in developmgregulatrons, the per-.

iif formance standards system was not fully 1mplemented by
*nfiscal year 1981.~ .

-«

| RS Y

The DOL role has become Jmore forcefulwlth the declsronm

to drop the "PSE programs in fiscal year 1981. Over : 300,000
PSE enrollees were to be terminated beginning in March
™ 1981, The DOL urged prime sponsors to accelerate the place-

ment of enrollees in unsubsidized private sector jobs and en-_ e

coﬁraged local B governments and other employmg agencies to'
‘absorb them into their agencies. All programs administered
by the Employment and Trainirg Adm1n1stratron were e
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quired to make the employment of laid off PSE enrollees’
their first priority."! (See chapter 2)

' Local Perceptions of the Effect-
of Reauthorization on Placement

* , e

In the survey conducted iminediately after the reauthoriza-
tion amendments went into effect (1979), prime sponsors
reported that they expected the limits on the duration of pro-
gram participation to be the key factor in encouraging transi-
tion.'? The lower wages. for PSE participants, and tighter

 eligibility requrrements were consrdered llkely to decrease

transition. . .

The followup ‘study in October 1980 showed a change in
~ some of these views. The coupling of trammg with PSE, not
the limit on duration of enfollment in CETA, was viewed as
exerting the greatest posmve influence on transition among
Title JID and Title VI participants. The tighter eligibility re-
qulrements for PSE enrollees-énd the limits placed on PSE
wages were again 1dent1f1ed by most respondents as hfder-*
ing transition. But the tefure limitation provisions and the
introduction of employability development plans were con-
sidered by most respondents as having little effect (table 71).
Two'reasons were offered for this conclusion: some sponsors

«

-

had already established limits for participation; others felt

that providing waivers for enrollées whoe had reached thejr

-tenyre limits had the effect of extending. the enrollment

riod so that there was little actual difference 1n par-
ticlpants’ length of stay in CETA programs. '

he couplinfbf traifing with PSE was seen as a transition
.x-;elated improvement. Respondents reported that employers
4

11. Field Memorandum 133 81, Managemer;t of the Phaseout of Programs Funded l'!rlder
Titles 11D and VI of the Comprehenswe Employment and Training Act by September 30,
1981, March 13, 1981.

12. Mirengoff et al., The New CETA, pp. 104-105.
. . =




Table 7} S .
,,Perceptlon of Eﬁ'ects of Legislative Changes on Partncnpants’ Transition
+ to Unsubsndtzed Jobs, Sample Prime Sponsor Areas

Legislative cliange ] . ’ o
' 30-month o ** " Intreduction-of | T
18-month * limit. Tighter - -Limits . employability - Coupling
. limit - any CETA" eligibility . on PSE developmeént training
Perceived effect _in PSE program for PSE ‘wages: ° plan, with PSE

Number of areas. : L ,
reporting ' . .24 23 ©22 25

(Percent of all reports) © ™ .

L Increased transition. ... ... 35 - - 0 7 . 23
". Decreased transition . 74 . _ 59
No effect on transition . ... 61 ) v 26 18 .

»

.

SOURCE: Reports from sample areas.
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* St .
are interested in-the skills enrdllees dcquire and in their cer-
tification of program. completion and competence. Enrollees
who had received training were viewed as more marketable
than those who had not. Moreover, the efforts of the train-
ing agencies to Bl/ace their enrollees were expected to improve_
- transition outcomes. In additioh, experience of training by
enrollees» was viewed as evidence of motivation—a
characteristic that made, them easier to*place.

The reauthorization act’s tighter elti,gibility and wage
restrictions were seen as depressing placemerit prospects for
several reasons. PSE enrollees, subject to these reauthoriza-
tion provisions,.were considered to be less’ JOb ready and
therefore less appealing to local governments which have
been prime placement sources. For many of the least
qualified enrollees, the 18-month limit on PSE participation
did not provide sufficient time to acquire the skills and ex-
perience necessary to obtain unsubsidized employment.
Similarly, the wage provisions were regardéd as diminishing
transition prospects, since only. workers with limited skills
were willing to accept the low- wage offers, and many pro-
spective firms saw such enrollees as risky acquisitions. In ad-
dition, the lower wage provisions have led to assignments in
nongovernmental agencjes that were less able to absorb par-
tmpants : , . -
Eﬁ"ect of Reauthorization on

rganization of Placement Responszbzlzty

k3
iN

Prime sponsors respond to leglslatlve aiid regulatory im-
peratives in ways they view as most appropriate for their
jurisdictions. The survey demonstrated several approaches -
sponsors had taken to organize the job placement functions.
(table 72). Changes were made in the job search and job
development processes, and staff was added to “‘beef up’’
these, activities. A few major changes in-institutional ar-
" rangements for placing enrollees have also occurred since

-~
¥ .
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. s - Table 72 [ v
’ Ty Assignment of Majqr Responsibility for Participant Placement °
T by Type of,ane Sponsor, Sample Prime Sponsor A’reas .
. . - — Major placement’ responsnblllty .
g ) RN R e | loyers ,
- o ™ Prime Employment or program . Shared ,
¢ of sponsor umber ~ ' sponsor service operators responsibi
Typg of Numb o , t ibility
R e N T N T 4
CiY «veeveerrenannnnnns P 5 1 2 L0
Coun;y ......... i .. 8- 2 R 9 5 0
* Consortium’............... 8 02 2 , 3 1
Balance:of-state . ........... 4 >0 ! i .0 3
%5 SOURCE: Réports from ‘28 areas. v e . M ) ;\ ) K & . : -
_ , . . o .
",l ‘ - Y ‘.\:tzz . ’£ “‘ N v A ’
CoL ot * | ’f W
: . . = .
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reauthorization, and in most of these cases they were not at-
tributed to the réauthorization prov1s1ons

The most common approach to handhng plaEernent, and
the one adopted by over one-third (36 iercent) of the sample

.sponsors, was to delegate the responsi ility to employers or

program operators. This decision was based on the belief
that they were familiar with the enrollees'and were likely to

_lq;ow of employment opportunities. A nearly equal number

of sponsors (32 percent) assumed the respon51b111ty for place-
ment themselves, often through a central placement unit.
The remaining sponsors either delegated the function to the
employment service, or used more than’ one approach. Most
urban sponsors preferred to handle the placement function
““in hoyse,’’ while counties and consortla relied frequently
on emp yers and program operators. In the balance ‘of
‘states, s@eral organlzatlons shared the responsibility.

The operations of the St. Paul sponsor illustrate the cen-

. tralized approach: 27 .

. .
The- CETA prime ls{gonsor is a smgle-center\'
dehvery system in whic all enroll'ees under all titles
receiveé' like services. Th counselor, ‘with- the

*~  employability development plan team, develops a
3 spec1f1c EDP for each enrollee: The head of this.

team is a counselor who is responsxble for the place-
ment of a given enrollee. ¥ ob developers will seek
jobs by ‘making contact’ th}ough the various
businesses and organlzatlons within the communl-
ty. These jobs are made available to the counselor
who is in ‘charge of specific enrollees. As the
enrollees are made job-ready,.their names appear
on a job-ready list. It is' at this point that the
counselor will meet with the enrollee and determine
with him the jobs that are available that he might
qualify for. The cards are. made-out for the enrollee
and he is sent to the employer foran initial inter-

N~

.
J.
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view If he is\not accepted, he has another meeting
- with the coungelor and the search for su1table
employment continues.

o

. The Nort-h Caroljna\balance-of-state placement program
on the other hand, is hi ‘ly decentralized and relies on pro-
gram operators and the employment service:

Throughout the BOS areas,. placement functions
*are handled independently.by CETA contractors
for the programs they operate: In some counties,
the same operatdr may be responsible fof gll CETA
activities and for placement of all participants; in
others, however, programs and placement respQn-
sibilities may be parcelled out to a halt‘dozen or
more operators. In one:county for example, the’
local ES handles placement for Title IIB classroom
and individual referral training, the state DOL
handles OJT placements, and the community ac-
tion agency is responsible’ ‘for IIB work experience,
Title IV youth programs, and all PSE placemefits.

* Inan effort to improve placement performance five spon—
sors in the survey shifted the responsibility for the placement
function after 1978, either-by developing their ‘own place-
ment units or by placing the responsibilities directly on their -
subcontrdctors. A BSSR field research associate described -
the reasons for the changeover, by an urban sponsqr:

The marn\effect that‘ﬁre reauthorization act. has
had on the. prime’s placement system has’ been to

- lead the prime to take over this responsibility 1tself
rather than, as:before, subcontractmg it to the ES.

L take over assessment.and referral from ES ﬁﬁ)w—
- Ing the elimination of the-hold “harmless clause for
ES ehgrblllty/determrnatlon Once assessment and
refef 1 were brought “in House,”’ the prime felt it,
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. . +. rather than the ES, was in a bett.er posrtlon to han- -
* dle placement. '

JIn other areas where changes in the placement system oc-

"oa curred, they involved such internal organization or pro-

cedural shifts asan increase in the number of jeb developers,
greater-alliance with local PICs, and an expansion of job

a4

) = search. workshops and job clubs. These changés, however,

were not entirely attributable to the reauthorizat®n act’s em:
phasis on transition. One field associate noted that:

3 Although thé most effective parts of the prime’s
placement system occurred at about the same time’
as reauthorization, .it is ‘hard to attribute specific
actions to the act itself. Most likely the act provided
-increased emphasrs and stimulated the internal

. organization and procedures the prime had instali-

Lt ‘ed. Thus, the effects of the act on placement are

 much like thos¢ On employability, development
planning: the act encouraged - progress and ac-
celerated progress in areas in which the prime was
already operating.
Placement Strategies
Since Reauthorization

There are several &prerequisites to the placement of
enrollees in unsubsrdrzed _]ObS First, a.supply consideration:
enrollees must possess ‘the basic quahflcatrons and specific

skills appropriate for the needs of local labor markets. Sec- .
ond,’a demand ¢ ieration: openings must exist to which -

enrollees can apply. Third, ihtermediary institutions such, as
the training agencies, PSE employers, public employment

services, community bas d organizations and prime sponsor .;
pldcement units must petform the laber exchange function

of bringing the supply and demand together and, of cdurse,
the participant must, actively seek em’ployment This survey
" examined each of these factors.

.
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Skill acqulsmon Occupatlonal skill trammg was the prm-
c1pa1 form of tfaining for PSE enrollees who participated in
training programs. (See chapter 5 for a fuller discussion.) It
was also.the major training activity oﬁ Title IIB enrollees.
Although critical of specific . trammg provmon% of the

reauthorization act and of the manner in whiCh they were be- ‘ )

ing implemented, most respondents indicated ‘that, on
balance, the training progded PSE enrollees did enhance
thelr ability to obtain unsubsidized employment.

Labor market conditions. The second: ‘condition,
availability of suitable openings, -is a function labor
market. During the period 1978 to 1980, 19 olﬁlg?;/aeas
experienced increased unemployment rates. er, the
overall unemployment trate in an area is an imperfect in-
dicator of placement possibilities for a patticular program.
Because labor markets are. segmented in: terms of ‘'occupa-.

. tiéns, mdustry, and geography, it may be possible to place
enrollees in the interstices of these job markets, even when ‘
‘overall unemployment rates are high. Layoffs in manufac-
turmg establishments, for example, may co-exist with shor-
tage's in service industries. Similarly, there may be few open-
. ings in a declining mner city while nearby suburban com- :
 munities may be experiencing employment growth.
Moreover, the presence of a trained labor ' force may en-
courage economic development “and, with' it, employment
oppertunities. Further, jOb openings due " to turp-
over—workers ret1rmg or leaving for other reasons—prowde
.job opportunities in’ many, occupations durmg penods of
both good and bad busmess.condmons o

Use of mtermedlarzes The third condltlon——rehance on'_ E

PSE employers, training agencies, and other mtermedlarles'
to asmst/ enrollees——ls particularly 51gmf1cant Respon@\nts
in most’ areas acknowledged that PSE employers have a':-
respon51b111ty either to hire participants or to assnst in placing
them in unsubsidized private sector JObS where employment-
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. Rossibilities eX1st However in most cases @;e éxecuﬁon of

" this obligatian depended, egtirely on an un&g&tﬁﬁé‘mg that -

good faith efforts would be made, S’Pa—“} e T L

Only six prime spomors—one—fourth o ose m tzhe .
_sample—specified pldcement goals fffthe PSE e 3{‘&0’5‘& .
" tracts, and only two made the absorption of somé‘?flréllc te ,,;;._
within the PSE employing agency a contractual requ1reant it
.In two of thg largest cities, New York- and Phllaé'el;ﬁmg‘ -;'*{{ e
= obligations ;'i\g:et placement goals were specified m"éon— i s
tracts with somwe nonprofit organizations, but n0t w[ﬁ :,2;, ‘k;
municipal agencies. In late 1980, however, the mayor of: ﬁew G
York issuéd_an exécutive order encouraging city agenmeyt'ox mfg%; N
 hire PSE workers when possible. Philadelphia, top, planned: L
to give quallfled PSE workers preference in hiring for p%ra,at o
\manent city jobs in 1981. In Orange County (Cahforma) anéigz T
thé Balance of Arizona, goals were /specified in contragts
. ) based on prior placement experience, while in Kansas C’-xty
(Kansas) and Phoenix, contracts stipulate that the employéf A
mast place 50 percent of the parti¢ipants in unsubSIdlzed .
jobs. w1th their own orgamzatlons or with ogher employers -

- , Some SpONsors were reluctant to set placement goal% f‘or
PSE employers because of the low skill levels of thignrollees . o
.. and because “‘it smacks of coercion.’”’ They preferfed. to en-* .-,
- " courage employers to_hire or assxst in placing the most job- - -
ready enrollees where feasible and rewarded those who did =
» . so by .replacing the vacated PSE pOSmOns with other-
- .enrollees. . o e ;

Sponsors were more prone to u‘se training agencies for
. placement. About 40 percent of thoseéurveyed had . -~
established placement goals for some of the agencies pro- e
viding skill trammg, and these were specified in contracfs. . * |
/V "4 These goals, rangmg from 70 to 100 percent of enrollees, ..
were somewhat hlgher than those set for PSE employers In - !
. Chester County, for example, a weatherlzatlon trammg pro--

gram had a 75 percent placement goal. ‘The major trammg
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* contractors in Middlesex County also had to meeét ar75 per-
. cent placement goal. Union County, New Jersey required .
_that skill centéis place 70 percent of their CETA enrollees. In
) their contractwith the New Jersey Department of Labor for -

~ -pre-apprenticg machine craft training, 30 percent of the con-
tract payment was prorated according to placements.

+ .- There were several'reasons why somge prime sponsors had
not insisted upon placement goals for training agencies. -
Some haqdled placements themselves. In other instances, the

- ‘training agencies were not equipped to handle placements,
and to force them into placement activities might- divert
resources from skill training. Finally, where skill'training
services were only available outsideé the sponsors’ areas, it
was considered unreglistic to require placement performance
from agencies -unfamiliar with the, jOb market m the

'sponsors area. - .

i Whether placement goals were stated in contracts or.
agreed on informblly, sponsors were faced with the problem
of dealing with the minority of trainihg agencies amd
. - employers who did not meet their placenfent commitments.
" Forty percent of the sample sponsors imposed sanctions on
PSE employers, and 50 percent apphed sanctlons on training
agencies. - The primary forms’ these measures took were
nonrenewal of training contracts \and refusal to provide PSE
employers -with additional participants. Several sponsors
rated placement performance and then tied dollar allocations
and PSE enrollrnent to the ratings) In most cases, however,
the threat of nonrenewal or reductign in contracts was suffi-
cient. This strategy was especially effective with nonprofit
organizations and private training ag ncies. It was not sg ef-
fective with government organization who were less depen-
dent upon PSE resources

v

- Use of employment service.-Local e- ployment servrce of-
fices are another resource for CETA ﬁlacement assistarice.
Y 1In 1980, most sponsors (65 percent for PSE, and 69 percent

PR . \ i
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for Title IIB/C) used this capability. Placement assistance
was among the activities most frequently provided to prime
sponsqrs by -tise, employment service (see thapfer 3)aqm
However, the assistance was gqnerally limited to requiring
CETA participants to register with ES placement units.

. Sixty-one pe'ceng of -the sponsors rated the employment
srvice record of placing CETA" enrollees as poor, and a
number stopped referring enrollees to the employment ser- .

wvice for placement.’* Only ‘three sponsors-included the

emptGyment service in their list of organizations successful in
placing enrollees. Several respondents attributed this record
to the fact that the post-reauthorization enrollees are less
marketable than their predecessors.

. -Participant efforts. While sponsors viewed participants" -
efforts asan important element of the transition process, few .
requirements were actually placed on enrollees other than
registration for jobs. Our 1979 survey found 65 percent of
sponsors requiring all of their-Title [ID and VI enrollees to
register with the employment service. In 1980, the figure fell

to 57 percent. Only oneghalf -of the survey sponsors imposed _
this re%xirement on their Title [IB enrollees. '

Some sponsors insisted upon more active participant ef-
forts. Chester County required its Title IIB work experience (™
enrollees to interview two employers' per month on 10 hours
of paid time. Those who did not were terhinated. All Title
VI'enrollees in Cook County were given release time to seek
unsubsidized employment during the final months of their.
enrollment. In Mid-Counties, Michigan all Title IIB and-
PSE enrollees were sent letters af regular intervals reminding
them of their regponsibili.ty to seek er“pployment. Although
sponsors imposing these requirements did not uni ormly ex- W
hibit the highest jobr entry rates, respondents felt that such
practices did enhance participants’ employment pos ibilities.

13. In FY 1979 the employment service placed 20 percent of all ap'plicéms in upsubsidiz
jobs. See X980 Employmgnt and Traning Report of the President, p. 58, . K X >

-
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However, a majority of the sample sponsors did not re-
quire their PSE enrollees to'do more than register with the
ES where they were provided with information on available.
jobs and, encouraged to apply for them. Many sponsors
relied on the 18-month PSE limitation to motivate par-
ticipants to seek unsubsrdlzed employment.

In sum, a number of changes in job placement sfrategres
occurred following reauthorization. Increasingly employers
and program operators were given placement respon-
sibilities, while the employment service continued to play a
limited role. A number of sponsors began specifying place-
ment goals for employers and skill training contractors, and -

- some imposed sanctions on those who failed to meet goals.

»  .Most sponsors continued to place only minimal requirements

on participants. On balance, sponsors increased their em-

phasis on placement activities; but these changes were not

the direct result of the reauthorization act. Rather, they

reflected a refinement of ‘strategies and operatrons as pro-.
gram administrators gained experience.

T, ransition Directed Practices -

There are a host of factors that are likely to affect transi-
tiom performance Some are well within the control of spoh-
sors and subcontractors, others less so, and some not at all
(Chart 4),' . ’ $

b Local labor market conditions and funding levels are ’

among the constraint§ within which sponsors must operate
In 1980, unemployment rates in the_ survey areas ranged
from 3.7 percent in Capital Area, Texas to 13 percent in
Lorain, Ohio. Funding levels det€rmine the number of per-

~sons that can be enrolled and, subsequently, the placement
effort that must be made on their behalf NS

;o . -

[ — 8 .
14. For a list of factors used in anal/yzing SpoONsor program 7performance, see Ripley et al.,
CETA Prime Sponsor Management Decisions, p. 74. -
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‘ v *Chart 4 ’

Factors Affecting Transition Performance

- SN A &
Factors Over Which Sponsors Have Little or No Control
1. Labor market conditions . /

- B —_

2. Job entry requireménts .
3. Legislative mandates, e.g., eligibility cnteria
. 4. National program priorities ’ —% :

! B
~ . «

5. Level of funding

ok
* e - —— s

Factors Over Which Sponsors Have So;ne,Cont_rol O

- : 1. Community attitudes toward CETA program
- 2. Characteristics of program participants .
N 3. Attitudes of progratn-participants
. . 4 Mix of programs and activities )
5. Durauon of participant enrollment __ v

nad
W

- v

1. Location of the placemmt&cuon
° 2 Selectioh of staff ¥
3. Selection of PSE employers R R
. 4, Sélection of training agencies™ e
§ Use of ‘the labor nrarket intermiediani es. N

“ 6. Establisiment and enforcement of {ra n goa{s
7. Staff and resources assigned to platement

5

" Factors Over thch Sponsors Have 2 ngh Degree of Control

8. Developrhent of strategies and pragesses to fac111tate~placement in

- ) unsuhsldlzed employment 3

.
o

{,\ . ] s

[~




Legislative provisions and national program priorities
.represent a second set of factors over which sponsors cannot
exercise control. The limits placed on PSE wages, eligibility
criteria, and the coypling of trairing and PSE employment,
as well as other provisions of the act, affect transition prob-
abilities.  ° ;

Sponsors, through their public relauons activities, recruit-
ment practices, and counseling and training activities, can
_exert a modicum of control over sucl} transition-related fac-
tors as commumty attitudes toward their program and the
characteristics and. attitudes of the enrollees. Considerably
more discretion, however, can be exercised by program ad-
ministrators in their selection of PSE employers and training
, 'agencres, and in the strategic and administrative devices to

A facrlrtate transition. This section examines the practices over

which the sponsor has 81gmt“ cant control.

All sponsors were asked to review- their placement ex-
perience, and the responses of those with above average job
entry rates were examined. -The key to their success appears
to be the strategies they déveloped in working wih PSE
employers, training agencies, and program participants.

Most frequently, these sponsors attributed their placement

_Tesults to their close working relationships with employers.
Employers were éncouraged to provide PSE enrollees with
release~fime to seek employment, and participants were

assigned only to émployers' who had previously absorbed

_efirollees. The second most frequently mentioned strategy
was to approve training only in“high demand occupatrons
.and give training agencies a major role in placement 'The
_ third approach focused on participants.- Respondents
underscored the importance of reminding participants of the
temporary natire of their assrgnment and cited the impor-

tance of counseling and followup One’s sponsor deliberately _

selected only highly motivated program applrcants

-
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A\xéced to identify elements which impede transition, the
same group of sponsors mentioned factors over which they
have little or no control: economic downturns, the lower
qualifications of enrollees, and the poor image of CETA in
the eyes of employers.

-

- Trends in‘CETA Program Outcomes

To assess more fully the outcomes of the CETA employ-
ment and training programs, it is necessary to disaggregate
the job entry rates, eXamine program outcomes other than

placeménts, and track long term trends. This section ex- .

amines the components of placement data and looks at

CETA outcdmes from fiscal 1975 throughfiscal 1980. It also

discusses the intermediate term effect of the program on
labor force adjustment and earnings of participants.

>

wJob Entry Rates ‘
by Program Activity \ -

Job entry-rates of CETA enrollgels are associated with
kinds of program activities as well as with the characteristics

of enrollees (table 73). Highest rates were reported for those
enrolled in.on-the-job training and for Title IIB/C enrollees -

who received only “‘services,”” such as counseling or job
market information. On-the-job trainees are in an advan-

tageous p031t10n since they are already part of the employer’s 3

workforce "‘Persons receiving ‘‘services’’ only are generally
job-ready and can bé placed with minimal gffort.

* Oc upatlonal skill trainees are .more successful in obtain- o

ing 1mmed1ate employment (44 percent in 1980), than
®nrollees i 1n courses such as adult basic education or English
asasecond language (34 percent) which enhance the person’s
basic qualifications rather than prepare him for a specmc oc-~
_éupatlon o . . . . c

*
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“Job entry rates for public service employment participants
in 1980 were virtually the same for Title IID and.Title VI (36
and 35 percent). Three’-f;fths of these placements were in
public sector jobs, which indicates that CETA has been suc-

.cessful in accomplishing a social objective—chanelling
disadvantaged persons into public employment.

The lower job/entry rate for PSE enrollees compared with
those in Title IIB/C may be due to the ‘‘direct placements’’
under Title IIB/C (see discussion below). There is also a
possibility that the expegtation of beimg absorbed into the
regular workforce of the employing agency may deter job
seeking efforts on the part of PSE enrollees.'’

v

Components of Job Entry Rates =

Dtrect indirect and self-placements. Job entry rates are a
composite of placements made with the assistance of prime
sponsors or subagents and of jobs found by enrollees
themselves. Those Tade by CETA sponsors or subagents

may be ‘‘direct’’ or §‘indirect.”’ Dijrect placements are those
which are made with limited services to the partmpant (i.e.,
intake, assessment, counseling, job market information, job
reé¥errals or supportive services). Indirect placements are
those made after an individual has been- enrolled in a
substantive training or employment program. The indirect
placement rate is a more critical measure of program out-
comes, since it reflects the result pfthe training or éxperience
offered to clients as, well as placement efforts.

he major difference between job entry rates for Title
IIB/C and.for PSE is the proportion (17 percent) of Title
1IB/C placements classifiéd as direct. Direct placements*do
not generally apply to-PSE participants since they are enroll-
ed in pgograms. Without direct plaqerfxents, rates for all

2
[y

ngf@eneral Accounting Office, Moving Parlizipants, pp‘.)vZO-ZI.

»
2




- Table 73 =
Job Entry Ratw by: Activity, CETA Title IIB/C, 'Iitle IID, and Title VI, Fiscal 1980
o ) (percent of terminations) \ L
, » Classroom training ) ) . Work expehenee et
: . Occupational "~ Ontbejob - Publicservice  In 7" Senice &
Termination status skill Other _ training - employment school Other only? 5
' . ) Title IBIC - ' , ' Q
Total: Numgber® .......\... 156,754 58,536 68860 - ¢ 104096 83924 = 73,744 o
Percent...........\. 100 100 100 = - e . 100 100 100 >
Entered employment......... 44 .. 34 .‘ 63 ' - 5 36 58 ?
Private sector ... ... cevrean 36 29 57 e 4 23 51 =
Publicsector ,............ 8 5 6 . i 3 . . 71 S o
Othee-positive terminations . . . 16 25 4 - r 76 1 N « B o -
SNonpositive terminations. . ... 40 41 33 . 9 oW L. 2
. ' Tile D - 4 ‘
Total: Number® ............ 6714 2684 , ¢ 197816 . 2,104 5,400 540
Percent.............. 100 e 100 e - 100 - 100 100 100 . N
Emeredemploymem....’ ..... 34 23 - o . 36 .9 24 30" °
Privatesector............. 27 19 R 14 2 16 ¢+, 25
Publicsector ............. 7 4 - 22 7 8 5
.Other positive terminations . . . 20 -, 29 - 8 50 29 Asé .
Nonpositive terminations, . . . . 46 48 .. 0 56 41 47 Ry
A Title VI ". I W
Total: Number? ............ 204 . ¢ . e 188567 ¢t 3732 2,1 =
g Pereento.lo.. - 100 . . .; 1 5 100 " 100 100 = '
L. ¢ 1 o RSN b ' - ,
- v o % . '&: :
RIC SRR ST
T S e g ' B { A




hY : ) . ow A .
- l- a - . ) '®
Entered employment. .. . .. ... V.48 - - 35 - ) 7 40 ) -
. Privatesecfor............. a4, - - et 14. - 4 30 e
Publicsector............... 6 - . - ) - 3 - 10 .
Other positive terminations *, . . 12° - - ‘ . 6 - 68 15
: Nonpositive terminations . ..." ;40 230N - - 59, - 25 .45

SOURCE: US. Department of Labor Employment and Trammg Admtmstratton based on annual CETA program activity sdmmary reports.
a. Includes employment services such as intake, counselmg, r¢ferral to employers, and/or supportive sws such as health care, tran,sp_orta-

tion, child care, etc. * ) N
b. Excludcs transfers to otlfer CETA tltles \ .
. he . . ‘
“ ¢. Nimber of terminations 2,000 or fewer. - * -
- . . , ! ) ;
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" scent of the nonpositive terminees™ left for personal
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three titles would be more similar. A second difference is a -
higher proportion of self-placements among -PSE enrollees.

Fiscal year 1980 job entries

" Type of job entry Title UB/C Titlk ID  Title VI
: . R (Percent)
"Total ovvviiiiiiiiiiien, 100 ' 100 : 100 .
Made by sponsor , o
.orsubagent.............. 13 _64 _64
Direct......... e i7 1 2
Indirect ........... P B 56 ., 63 61
Self-placements and other.. . . 28 36 36 )
SOURCE: Based on table 67. . X ' c

-Other positive and nonpositive terminations. Participants
who do not enter unsubsidized employment are cIaSS1f1ed )
either as ““other positive’’—those who return to schoel or
join the armed forces—or ‘nonpdsitive.”’ Since more than
one-third of the Titlé IIB/C enrollees are 19 years of age or
younger, and more than half of that age group are still in
school, the rate of other positive terminations is higher for
Title IIB/C (25 percent in 1980) than'for PSE tiles (9 per-

. cent)..

The other side of the plafcement coin, ‘‘nonpositive ter-
minations,’’ also bears examination. One of the most strik-
ing facts shewn by table 67 is the large proportion of‘such
terminees, those who were not known to have obtained jobs,
returned to school, or entered_ the armed forces. More than
one-half of the fiscal 1980 terminees from public service
employment programs and more than one-third of Title
IB/C termlg&s were classified as nonpositive. ’

A fongitudinal study of persons enrolled in CETA in fiscal
year 1976 who termmated by the end of that year sheds some. —
light on reasons$ for nonpositive terminations. Twelve per- -
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reasons—health family care, transportatron, or removal
from the area. Seventeen percent were eithér laid off because
of completlon of a CETA pro;ect lack of funds, or reﬂusal
to continue in their CETA program. And 10 percent were
<‘administratively separgted’’ for other reasons. This left 61

percent, whose reason for termrnanng was not ascertained.'® .

The large proportion in the “unknown’’ category fnay in-
clude some persons who left CETA and were not able to ob-
tain jobs immediately or th e who withdrew from the labor
force..On the other hand it:may include somhe who dctually
entefed employment but failed to notify the prime sponsor.

. Nonpositive terminafions may also reflect programmatic

.problems—selectjo 9f enroll,ees ‘not -able to bi nefit from.
training or jobs, mismatch’ between CETA programs and‘

clients’ needs, lack4®§ counseling or suppornve services; ‘or
failure to stress the job finding obJectwes

7/’//R s
. - r
nitermediate T erm Outcomes, , -

of CETA Programs

While the immediate. postprogram employme\nt experience
of enrollees is useful for comparative purposes and-as a
measure of short range program outcomes, a longer term
view of the impact of CETA programs is more meaningful.

The multrpte“ob;ectrves of CETA make Lextremely dif-

" ficult to" develop suitable : quantitative measures to evaluate

results Rew;s,of the Department of Labor’s management
ormation system and the Continuous Longrtudmal Man-

- power Survey of CETA enrollees and terminees provide the
. best"data 40 analyze Jpostprogram labor market experrence
“Buyg-even this‘information does not convey the full range of,
_benefitg associated with CETA activities. ' -

_
16. Derlved from data it Westat, Inc., “Impact on 1977 Earmngs of,New FY 1976 CE.TA
Enrolless i Selccted Program Activitics,” Con!muous Longr!udmal Manpower Survey,
Net Impact lﬂepon 1, prepared for Office/of Program Evaluation, Employment and Train-,

ing Admrmstratmn (Rockville,"MD? tat, Inc., March 1981), pp 3-36
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During the first six years of CETA, glose to 10 million per- .
sons were enrolled in the major locally administered CETA
programs, according to DOL reports (table 74)., Nearly two-
thirds of these were in Title IIB/C. Of the 10 million, about 9 .
million left the program, and slightly more than one-third of
these got jobs immediately eithernshrough the assistance of
CETA sponsors or subcontractors or through their own ef- ,. °
forts. Job.entry rates over the )7" ar$ were higher for persons
in training programs (Title 1TIB/C), than for PSE enrollees
(37 vs. 28 percent average for 1975- 1980) (table 75)

On the whole, job entry. rates, even forletle IIB/C pro-
grams, have been lower ‘than in tﬂe prq-CETA manpoQwer -
programs. But this may be due in part to‘inclusion i in CETA
of activities not specifically intended to lead to job place-
‘ment, such as work experience programs for in-school

youth.!” * ,

3
- - ~

Changes_in Labor Force Status :

CLMS reports indicate that the employment experience of
CETA terminees improves over time. A followup study of
terminees who entered CETA adult-oriented programs in
1976 shows that 50 percent were employed immediately after -
leaving CETA and 60 percent a year later (table 76).f* The
study indicates that those with the most stable pre-entry
emplOyment histories had relatively -good post-termination

. ) N . .
17. Mirengoff and Rindler, CETA: Under Local Control, pp. 225-6. Job ensry rates

averaged 57 percent in selccted DOL training programs in fiscal 1974 compared with an
averagg of 37 percent for CETA Title llB/C from 1975 to 1980. However, CETA figures

' mclude in-school youth pot included in the selected pre-CETA manpower programs.

18. The hrgher placement rates shown in the CLMS reports (table 76) compared with
DOL’s management information system (MIS) (table 75) may be due to differences in the *e
prograns included or in the niethod of gathering the data: (a) CLMS reports are for adult-
oriented programs while DOL‘rgports include some, programs t‘or in-school youth;
(b) CLMS reports, based on interviews with a sample of enrollees, may have more complete
information on persons who obtamed employment on thcrr own than MIS reports, derived
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551980

¢ _ New Enrollecs_ N anl}htnes SRR
‘Tite kit . Te “Title 1" TUleqF =~ _ ~,
.Fiscal Yea! __(IIBIC) (lln) TiﬂeVl .(m» 'ﬁue v~ Iotal - -WBIO)”"_ (D)~ Title-VI - Total
Total.......... 6449 1, 397 2025 .1 999 90&0‘/2 21(» ~3a1— s 7553 .3—100‘ )
1975.... ... C s 2 i i 508
1976°.@...cp. 1553 . 324 °© 49 648
CART Lug 165 46 ' 557 510
T 918 %65 =101 556~ -16%2 100 - 71,638 450_ ., " 38=" 162 , 650
1979, .5 ....... 891 38 w4346 - 1,585 - 815~ - 2207 1,616 - - 388 93-- 7 {46 621 o
1980.7.. e .0 795 232 . xjss ERRE 180 -:m } 2827 /*a}'z@_ A 34y 7288 88 86 462
SOURCE: Employment and Training Admnmstratlon,US Department of Labor data.” o e .
a, Fust time enrolfments for each title. lncludes transfers from otber tltles ~ ¢ .7 }
b. Includes transfers to other titles of CETA.". B .. P : o v
v c. Includes transitionquarter {July-Sept. 1976).. - - - - * / . *
. ) : ‘ 4 .
[ - R -
i e Y] - ' - . ¢
L4 . . . A N
L - ¢ -323 . o
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" employment. However, those with little employment before
CETA did not attain a high employment level afterward, but
they had- gteateg. 7verage gams in employment status.'® ° ¢

Tt 1 Table 75 .
L Job Entry Rates - s
CETA Tltle I (IIB/C), Title 11 (IID), and Title VI,,
) Fiscal 1975-19802

- Combined Title 1 Title IY
\ Fiscal year rate (I1B/C) (IID)- Title VI

?’e.rgg\t of termmatlons) : S

1975 .......... "31 24 L2900
1976 .......... © 28 30 23 30 - |

1977 .......... <35 . 39 18 34

Average

197580 ... ..

40 (43)
39 (44)
35 (38)

34

45 (48)
44 (47)

-37 (41)

37 4

38,(45)
42°47)
31 (35)

29

31(33)) '
28 (36) ©
31 (35) o

28, - <L

5 LN ‘
SOURCE. Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor data. o
a. Ratio of job entries to terminations. Actual job entry rates for Title 11 and VI"may be

higher than the fates shown because intertitle transfers are included in termination‘figures.

Figures in parentheses show )ob entry rates for fiscal 1978-1980 with intertitle transfers ex- :

cluded. . . - L
. o ' . . s ’ - |

It is, striking that one-fourth of those enrolled in CETA \

were not in the labor force prior to enrollment, and ong-fifth
werenot, after termination. According to the CLMS stydy, a
large proportion—25 peréegt—of thosé not' in the Jabor
force for a considerable part of the’ year prior to CETA
enrollment returned to a not-in-the-labor force status “after
CETA termination. Enrollees classified as not in the labor .
. : force after leaving CETA were persons whose principal ac- -
tivity was school or training, who were in an institution, oi

|
L — [y . . R |

19. Westat, Inc., **Postprogram Experiences and Pre/Post Comparisons for Termmees . \
Who Entered CETA During Fiscal Year 1976,” Continuous Longitudinal Manpower 1
Survey, Followup Report 2, prepared for Office of Program Evaluation, Employment dnd )
Training Adm:mstranon (Rockvnlle, MD: Westat, Inc., March 1979), pp. 1-2, 1-74 1 9. . £

4
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“who were got seeking work because of il health famrly
responsibilities, or for other reasons. "l ~

i

- -

Table 76 - .
Labor Force Statis of CETA Terminees
Prior to CETA Enrollment and Subsequent to Termination?

. Labor force status

—

. Not in
Point of time Employed .Unemployed labor force

(Percent of terminees) !

2

Priorto entry
lmonth.......... . 26" 48 26
24 51 25

Post-termination .
50 21 29 '
“1month........ 50 - 28 Y
3 months . 53 26 21¢
6 months ... 55 24 21
12 months . . » 60 21 19
SOURCE: Westat, Inc., Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, CLMS, Followup

Report 2, March 1979, app. D, table 42.

a. Persons who entered adult-oriented CETA programs durmg fiscal year 1976 ancL who
had been out of CETA at least 12 months.

' -, -

s

Terminees from on-the-job training and public service
employment had better employment records than persons
leaving other program activities, according to the CLMS_.
(table 77).% About one-half of the PSE terminees who were
employed three months after termination were workrng for
'publrc employers - V- .

L

23 According to the DOL management information system data (table 73), PSE terminees
d lower placement rates than those terminating from other activities immediately after
termination while CLMS data show them as having better employment tecords than those
in classroom training or in adult work experience.
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— . Table 77 - - 8
' .Labor Force Status of CETA Terminees by Prognmnﬁtmty ) -
' 3and 12 Months After Termination® ’
Program activnty ! S
’ Public ' g
) All- Classroom  On-the-job Adult work  service Multiple g
Labor force status - activities training training experience employment  activities 8
-t v ’ _ (Percent of terminees) i ' ; .
3 months post-CETA : , } ;9‘ ‘o
Total ........coivvinnnnn. 100 100 100 100 100 100 =3 g
Employed ............ P 52 46 64 52 54 44 g
Unemployed”............. it 26 7, 2 - - 26 23 30 . 5 .
Notin labor force.= ... ... 21 22 16 2 23 26 & o~ L
12 months post-CETA ' . .l .o
I‘otal e eneetatteatenennan 100 * 100 100 100°° | ) 1a0 " 100
Employed ................. ~ 60' 54 68 56 T 64 © 57
.. -Unemployed ... ............ 21 . 25 20 22 16 24 :
"Notin labor force, .......... 19 21 12 22 20 s 19 o
SOURCE Westat, Inc., Continuous Longltudmal Manpower Survey, Followup Report 2, March 1979, table 5-8, pp. 5-14. ) |
a. Persons who entered adult-oriented CETA programs during fiscal year 1976 and who had been out of CETA at 'least 12 months '
. ' T ' T
AR ’ ot e , ~ O AR 3 R
] R * s , :'} ) J
\ o ’ S . . ) T .
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he 1978 reauthorization act, for the first time since
CETA was enacted, recognized a change of earnings as an
licit objective. For the most part, enrollees had higher
adnings after leaving the program than they had before

‘those out of CETA for 12 months averaged $4,990 compared
‘with $2,850 in the fourth quarter before entry, a gain of 75
percent.?’ Enrollees who had the poorest employment
records before enroliment in CETA made the greatest earn-
ings gains after termination, while those‘em\bloyed before
their participation in CETA, on the average, did not return.
to their pre-CETA earnings levels. Annualized earrings
gains after one year, in absolute terms, were highest for
those who had been enrolled in on-the-job -training pro-
grams. Public service employment program enrollees
registered the second highest increases. Classroom training
enrollees ranked third, while adult work experience enrollees
had the lowest post-CETA earnings gains. The percentage
gain' over pre-CETA earnings was greatest for classroom
training enrollees, however. v, - )

The earnings.gains of CETA enrollees take on more mean-
ing when compared with the experience of a matched group
of persons not enrolled in CETA. To compare the-thange in
earnings_of the two groups;the CLMS project used the Cur-
rent Population Survey (CPS) files:to identify a comparison

. group arfd social security earnings regords to measure the in-
come of hoth groups.?* The study supports the conclusion
that CETA enrollees on the average, had higher geqrnings

21. Westat, lnc..‘Follm;up Report 2, pp. 1-2, }~12, and appendix table 57.

22. Westat, Ing., Net Impact 3gpo:'t 1, Chapter 3. The CETA group includes persons

. enrolled in CETA in fiscal 1976 and terminated {y December 3¥, 1976. Direct referrals to
* jobs, those not'assigned to a CETA activity, and youth in summer jobs were omitted. Fora
: discussion ofsmethods of selecting the comparison group, techniques used to adjust for dif-
ferences betwetn the comparison group and the treatment group, and methodological

problems, sce chapters 3 and 4 of the CLMS study. :

entering. CLMS studies found that annualized earnings of &

k)

1D
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. ) .
gains than comparable nonparticipants, and that those "
enrollees with poor earpings or employment histories gained

most. Th#overall net-Sarnings impagy is relatively small, S
however. . )

CETA 1976 enrollees who terminated before 1977 had
1977 earnings gains above pre-CETA levels averaging $300
" or about 8 percent more than the gains of the comparison
group (table- 78). The increase among the low pre-CETA
earners averaged $550 more than earnings gains of personsin _
the comparison group. Lhe gains of high pre-CETA earners,
however, were $50 less than those of their counterparts in the-
-control groups. Qutcomes varied by sex: females, who
generally had lower pre-CETA earnings, scored greater gains
cqmpared with their.matched group than did males. .

. Those CETA enrolieces who were placed b)f the prime
sponsor on termmgﬁon gained fiore than the matched group
(an average of $1,250 more). The CETA enrollees who ter-
3 minated and were not placed by the prime sponsor did not
show significant earnings gains compared to their matched
group. ot
When compared with their matched counterparts, the
largest earnings gains were registered by on-the-job trainee$;
participants in classroom training (rather than PSE) were se-
. cond. The lower gains recorded for PSE enrollees were °
believed to understate their true gains, since a proportion
‘entered state or local government employment after termma-
tion and may not have had their earnings covered by ‘soclal ‘ ,
security. The earnings™of work experience papt1c1pants in
N 1977 were not significantly different from those of the com-
parison group

o ~/ -
/ o .‘ i i A . , *
——— . 3 N ,
: - z . w4 e A
s ,\ ¥: * ;
- 3 S
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Table 78 \\m '
I 1977 Earmngs Gains of CETA Termmees i Excess of Earlings Gains of Comparison Group ,
2 " by Level of Preprogram Earnings and by CETA Program Actmty <3
R ,,..-*""' . Program acﬂntm . -
! . Vs, o ', Public s
Preprogram earnings . * Classroom. the-job * " service Work * Multiple
. group  © < All training traxmng *  employment experience activities -
“Allgroups........... .. e $3002 $3502 s 8502 s250b s-130 < 3500
Low eaners........0c..cuuuen.. N UssR © 60pA . 1,306% %008 ., 0 5500 -
Intermediate earners ....~.......... 50 .0 4502 0 < 200 250 ,
High earners. ....... [ Juneenn -50 250 300 -250 -800¢ ° °100
Y SOURCE: Wsta( Inc., Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey, Net lmpact Report 1, March 1981, pp. 3-29.. . ,
. NOTE. Thns table covers fiscal 1976 CETA enrollees who terminated before December 1976 excluding direct referrals to jobs, persons ifot ‘5‘
| assigned 10 a prograny .aé’hvny, and summer youth enrollees. Figures not adjusted for Social Security noncoverage. . g
Leve] of significance: %" o . - ) a&i %
a-= significant at the 0.0¥ level. . v o
AN b= sigrificant"at the 0.05 Iével. . S o
o3 significant at the 0.10 level. ' :1 . ‘ ;
. J" » e . ; .U
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7 . Summary
Several provisions of the reauthorization act help to pro-

vide conditions which are more conducive than the original
CETA legislation to placing CETA enrollees in unsubsidized

employment others tend to hinder placement. Respondents .

in the BSSR sample noted partrcularly the salutary effect in
enhancing employability of new training provisions for
public service enrollees. On the other hand, the stricter
elrglbrlrty requirements and~lower wages have tended to
enroll persons with fewer job qualifications, dampening op-
portunities for transfer to either public or private sector
jobs. Thé¢ 18-month limit on tenure in public service jobs
programs and the 30-month limit for all CETA titles were
beljeved to have little effect on: placement outcomes during
the second year after the reauthorization act. '

The . reauthorization amendments. created a greater
awareness of the transition objective but did not result in

=

higher JOb entry rates upon termination. The combined job ,

entry rate for CETA Titles IIB/C, IID, and VI, rose slightly
from 43 percent in 1978 to 44 percent in 1979, but dropped
sharply to 38 percent in 1980 Local officials attributed the
decline to a softer labor market (the U.S. unemployment rate

. rose from 5.8 in 1979 to 6.8 percent in 1980), but lower skill-

ed, léss marketable enrollees were also believed to be a factor
in the decline. The biggest®drops occurred in Title IIB/C and
Title IID; Title VI placement rafes, which were lower than

- those of other titles.in 1978, remained stable.

Immediate placement outcomes depended, to a con-

siderable degrée, on management practices, and emphasrs‘

given to the placement objectives. Several of the sponsors in

the' BSSR sammple have intensified placement efforts by’

assuming responsibility themselves or placing more respon-

sibility on supcontractors. Others ‘have'made changes in in-
ternal organiz vation®ind procedures. On the whole, sponsors '

¢ o

330" T
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v

are placing more emphasis pn placement activities, but
changes are not due entirely to the reauthorlzatlon act

~ While the short range placement outcomes are 51gmf1cant
the longer term trends add per;ectlves Between 1975 and
1980, over one-third of the 9 million CETA\&e@eés were
placed ‘immediately after termimation either through their
own efforts or through a CETA intermediary. Longitudinal

studies, however, show 1mproved labor force status over

time. A followup study of 1976 termmees from adult pro-
grams showed 60 p“‘cent employed after one year.

. The impact of CETA is reflected in improved earnings as .

well as labor force status. The CLMS national sample survey

) ~ found that average annualized earnings of 1976 terminees

were $4,990 for the fourth quarter =after leaving
CETA—$2,140 more than their earnings in the fourth
quarter before entry. Largest gains were made by those who
were unemployed or out of the labor force before entry,
while some who had been employed, before CETA averaged
lower post-CETA earnings. A comparison of CETA
enrollees with a groups of .nop-enrollees with. like
charactéristics showed estimated 1977 earning$ gains after
preprogram earnings averaging about 8 percent h1gher ($300) .
for the CETA group. Those who were placed by ‘CETA
sponsors at termination averaged better earnings gains over
their nonparticipant counterparts than those who obtained
employment on their own or by some other means.

The intermediate labor force and earnings gains of CETA
enrollees support the view that programs targeted to persons
. with poorest employment histories are most effective and
that management practlces can contribute significantly to
placement results and earnings.

»

P,
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Table ‘A-1 ;
Changes in Characteristics of Public Seryice Employment Participants
1 US. Total and Survey Areas, Fiscal 1978 and 1980

v (perceng of all participants) .
' k _ Study Changes
total . areas 1978 to 1980

T e ' US. Study
Characteristic’ .. 1978 1980 1978 1980 ~total areas

JFemale ’ . 41 49 +9 +8

Youth, 16 to 21 22 25 . +4 +3
Less than high

2 school educanon 23 - 26 ~+6 +3
-Pubhc Assxstance )

._reciplent ... ,..' 19 25 7 20 26 +6 6

SOURCE U.S. Department of Labor, Employmem and Trammg Administration,
Management Information System. .. N
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Table B 1

- Before and After the’ Reauthonzatmn Act

.~ Charactenstncs of Populations Eligible for Public Service Employment Programs

’ v
Sex: Male

- (Percent of total)

(Percem of total)

(Percent of tolal)

Before Reauthorization . After Reauthorization
' . Population 1 Population 2 Population 3
- Unemployed - .
30 days  Under- . .. . . .
Characteristic Total - ormore employed ~“Total . AFDC ° Other Total AFDC Other
'thal cligible (thousands) l_8,29l 13,000 5,291 .5,685 . 2,142 3,543 3,870 2,142 1,728

o
et

53 Sq 44 49 24 . 64 42 24 63
Female 47 44 56 st 76 36 58 76 37,
Age: 21 and under 25 25 - 25 17 . 14 20 . 16 14 19«
22-44 ¢ 54 55 51 62 , 73 56 64 73 53
45 and over il .20 24 20 13 25 20 13 28 ",
Race/Ethnic Gzoup -l ot . . : .
, White, NopHispanjc * . J0 72 0 65 61 " 46 69 56 46 68
. Black, Tﬁﬂlspamc Ve 20 19 24 . 29 40 22 kX] 40 24 .
Hispani . 7. 1. . 9 9 12 7 9 12 7
Other_ i .2 2. 2, 2 2, 2 2 2 2
Education: 0-11 years 0 36 48 - 47 58 40 51 58 43 -
12 years ° 37 40 31 3%, 0 M 36" 33 34- k]
Byearsandover 23 " B ., 21 18 9 4. .15 ;9 24°
Economic Status: - o - T o .
- AFDC recipient 12 0. 16 8 7100 0 fess 100 0
Economically ) .
di\advantaged -55 37 100 B2 100 70 100 ' 100 100
. Unemplpyment Insurance - ° ' ) e v \ '
= Claimant - 19 26 . y 2 17 0 27 11 c 0 25
~ . o . "’ . v | .
. . A Ty
[mc , T 1o .

LA .1 7cxt Provided by ERic M ' “ ¥
v N -
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SOURCE. anublrshcd data from the March 1979 Current Populatron Survey, the Bureau of Labor Statrstrcs, and Table 30 “Charactenstrcs .

of WIN Registrants,” WlN office of Employment and Training Admrnrstratron U.S. Department of Labor.

Definitions:

: Population | -

Popujation 2 -

-

b

Population 3 5

-

. Population eligible for Title 11 and for Title V1 sustainment, before the reauthorization act—populatron includes persons
unemployed 5 weeks or more 1n 1978 and persons employed 48 weeks or more with famrly income below the OMB poverty
level.

Population ehigible under Title V1 of the reauthorization act—population mcludes persons unemployed 10 weeks or more
with family income no greater than 100 percent of the BLS low-income standard 1n 1978 and perSons registered with WIN
in fiscal 1979. - )

Population eligible under Title 11 ,of thé reauthorization act—populauon includes persons unempldyed lS,wqeks or more
with family income no greater that70 percent of the BLS low- mcome standgrd in 1978 and personsfgrstered with WiIN in
fiscal 1979. o

w, . N
NOTE. Elgible populatrons overlap, persons eligible in one population may also be part of one or both of the other two populatlons

The estymates of the populatton’ehgrble for PSE before and after the reauthdnzatron are rough approximations based on specral tabulatrons
of Current Population Survey (CPS) data. The CPS data cannot be tabulafed to conform fully to the PSE eligibility cntena. 1n particular,
elrglbllrty 1s based on a period of unemployment immediately beforezpphcatron for PSE (30 days before application, 10 of the 12 weeks and 15
of the 20 weeks before apphcatron) 1t was possible to tabulate the annual CPS data only for the total weeks unemployed dunpg the entire
previous year. Thus persons who were unemployed for more than one stretch during the ye3r may have been included in the estimated number of
eligibles even though none of the stretches of unemploymen} was long ‘enough for elrgtbrlrty Thus results in overesttrnates of the numbet of
eligibles. About 40 per\.enl,of Populjation 1, and 45 percent of Populatien 2 and 3 had two or more stretches of unemployment between March

1977 and March 1978.

o

Y
The treatment of income data acts 1n the opposite direction—to underesttmate the number eligible. The income critena for
refer to penods of less than a year (3 months for Title V1 and 6 months for Title 11D). The CPS income data could be tabula
year. More individuals wrll meet the lowtincome criteria for a 3- or 6-month period than will meet it for a whole year.

E efjgibility
Iy for the full

.

Prnior 1o the reauthornatron, ehglbllrty for the nonp"éj;ct portion of Tttle VI was open to persons who had been unemployed as httle aQ 15

days if they lived 1n areas where the unemployment rate was over 7 percent. This group is not mclude%m the estimate ofgghe number of elrgrbles .

in the prereauthorrzatron period because it could not be tabulated separately for areas with over 7 per \.ent unemployment Fot the country-as a

whole, over,4 mrlhon persons had between 2 and 4 weeks of unemployment i in the March 1977 to h{dl'ch 1978 period.
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* . Sociology, VYniversity of Cahfornla at Loé Angelg:s -

A

( Survey Areas
and r
Field Research Associates

*
Y

Arizona: . ' '

Phoenix o g X!
John S. Hall,, Associate Professor and Director of
Research, Center for Pubhc Affarrs, Arrzona State
Un1versrty . .

Balance of Arrzona -
Constance M! LaMonica, Director of State Affairs,
Samaritan Health Service, Phoenix '

Galifornia: . N
Long Beach ) ‘ o

amela S. Tolbert, Research Associate, Instltute for
Social Science Research, Unlversrty of California at Los
. Angeles o . e .

Orange County Consortrui’n . .
~Lynne G. Zucker, Assr”fant Professor, Department of

San]J Qaquln Consortjum o
- C. Daniel Vencill, Asso&ate Professor, Economxcs
Department San Franélsco State Uriiversity, and Vice
Pre51dent,; «Center for " Applied” Manpower»-Research
Berkeley > e, -
_Stanislaus County
Linda Gruber, RESearch Assoc1ate, Center for Apphed

-

» Manpower ‘Research Berkeley .
Florida 4. o l

* Pasco County Y e

Pinellas CountysSt. Petersburg Consortlum .

Emil Bie, fornmier Deputy Director, Offrce of Technlcal
Support U S Enlployment Serv1ce

¢ . s P 1 v A 3*~
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Illinois:

_~ Cook County -
Marﬂyn D Jacobson, Assistant Professor, School of
Education, Northwestern University

Indiana: . o S

Gary -~

Roger L. Pulliam, Director, Center for Urban Studies,
University of Illinois at Chicago - .

Kansas:
- Kansas City-Wyandotte Counity @onsortlum
Anthony L. Redwood, Associate Professor, School of
Business, University of Kansas s
Topeka-Shawnee County Consortium _
. Charles E.. Krider, Associate, Professor, School of -
Business, University of Kansas

A

-

Maine
- .Balancé of Maine
Roderick A. Fefsgren, Professor of Management Col- \
s - lege of Business, University of Maine »

-

Michigan
‘Mid-Counties Employment and Tra;nlng Consortium
E. Earl Wright, Directof; “W.E.. Upjohn Institute %or
i Employment Research, assisted by Jo Bentley Reece
Lansing Tri-County Regional Manpower Consortium
H. Allan: Hunt, Research Economist, W.E. Upjohn
Institute. for Employment Research, ass;sted by Jo

Bentley Reece = - .

M1nnesota :
St. Paul , s fe
Ramsey County

e Davnd Thompson Great Lakes Research; Mlnneap!ohs

ot

.
B o .\W“f

¢
-
~J X

»

PR

(,

& .




< ¥y B
] -
R

) 319 2,
.+ New Jersey: : )
Middlesex County
Union County : )
B

Jack Chernick, Professor, Institute of Management and
gkabor Relations, Rutgers University -

~ .
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-

New York: .

New York City
Barbara R. MclIntosh, Assrstant Professor Instltute of

Management and Labor Relations, Rutgers University -
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- North Carolina:
City of Raleigh
‘Charles L. Usher, Policy Analyst .Center for the Study
of Social Behavior, Research Triangle Instltute .

- Balance of North Carolina .
Edward F. Dement, Research PrOJect Director, MDC

Inc.

Ohio: - ,
City of Cleveland - - X
Lance M. Smith, Research Assocrate, Mershon Center

Ohio State University p CL N

. - Lorain County ’ A S
d Henry H. Hixson, Aciémnct‘ Rrofessor,cThe Gill Cenger
' of Business and Econdmic Educanon Ashland College .

¢ A
L4 4 - 2 ~

Pennsylvania: e %ra_ ,: . R
Chester County o £ AT L
Harry Greenspan,.Research A,sgg’tnate, Bureau of SgcraL

Science Research a F
s 0

- A ® »

Philadelphia . |,
Albert L. Shostack, former Chlef Division of Resrqen~ A

. tial L1v1ng, Job Corps, U.S. Pepartment of Labor o .
Iy . ) : . L R ) ’ .' | o \ ’
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Texas: >
Capital Area Consortium :
Robert E. McPherson, Director, Human Resources
- Professionals Program, University of Texas at Austin,
assisted by Richard Mackay
Balance of Texas .
- Robert W. Glover, Acting Director, The Center for the
Study of Human Resources, University of Texas at
Austin, assisted by Hibert Smith
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. Reports of the
Employment and Training
Evaluation Project -~ =

The Comprehensiye Employment and Training Act: Impact
on People, Places, and Programs, National Academy of
Sciences, Washington, D.C. (1976)

* Transition to Decentralized—NManpower Programs: Eight

. Area “Studies, Nati_onal‘Academy of Sciences, -
. ‘Washington, D.C. (1976) “. :

-

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act:
Abstracts of Selected Studies, National Academy of
Sciences, Washington, D.C. (1976)

CETA: Manpower Programs Under Local Control, Na-’

tional Academy of Sciences, Washington, D.C. (1978) -

Employment and Training Programs: The Local View, Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, Washington, D.C. (1978)

"CETA: Assessment- and Recommeéndations, National -

Academy-of Sciences¥ Washington, D:C. (1978)

Developing Manpower Legislation: A Personal Chronicle,
National Academy of Sciences, Washington, D.C. (1978)

CETA: Assessment of Public Service Employment Pro-
grams, National Academy of Sciences, Washington, D.C:
(1980)° - .

¢

. The New CETA: Effect on Public Service Employment Pro-

grams, National Acaderny of Sciences,Washington, D.C.
(1980)




